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COOPERATIVE SOIL CONSERVATION AND FLOOD 
PREVENTION PROJECTS 


THURSDAY, JANUARY 14, 1954 


Untrep Sratres SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY, 
Washington, D.C. 


The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a. m. in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator George D. Aiken (chairman) pre- 
siding. 

Present: Senators Aiken, Young, Thye, Hickenlooper, Mundt, 
Schoeppel, Welker, Hoey, Holland and Eastland. 

Also present: Senator A.S. Mike Monroney, of Oklahoma. 

The CHatrman. The committee will come to order. We have met 
this morning to consider S. 2549, a bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to cooperate with States and local agencies in the plan- 
ning and carrying out of works of improvement for soil conservation, 
and for other purposes. 

This bill was introduced August 1 at the request of the President. 
It relates to a matter which has been of increasing interest and con- 
cern in our country over a considerable period of years. It relates 
to the conservation of our soil and water resources and in some cases 
their restoration. It vitally concerns future generations, and in my 
opinion it is one of the most important pieces of legislation which this 
Congress will have to consider. 

Certainly it is vastly more important to us all in the long run thar 
legislation which deals with temporary, and I believe, very temporary 
surpluses of commodities which our farms are producing at the present 
time. As I say, it is one of the most important bills which will come 
before us. Similar legislation had been proposed in the past. 

(The bill referred to follows :) 


[S. 2549, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with State and local 
agencies in the planning and carrying out of works of improvement for soil conservation, 
and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Represcutatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That erosion, floodwater, and sediment 
damages in the watersheds of the rivers and streams of the United States, 
causing loss of life and damage to property, constitute a menace to the national 
welfare; and that it is the sense of Congress that the Federal Government 
should cooperate with States and their political subdivisions, soil- or water- 
conservation districts, flood prevention or control districts, and other local 
public agencies for the purpose of preventing such damages and of furthering 
the conservation, development, utilization, and disposal of water and thereby 
of preserving and protecting the Nation’s land and water resources. 
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Sec. 2. For the purposes of this Act, the following terms shall mean 

The “Secretary’—the Secretary of Agriculture of the United States. 

“Works of improvement’’—any undertaking for flood prevention, including 
structural and land-treatment measures, and agricultural phases of the con- 
servation, development, utilization, and disposal of water in watershed or sub- 
watershed areas and not exceeding two hundred and fifty thousand acres and 
not including any single structure which provides more than five thousand acre- 
feet of total capacity. A number of such subwatersheds when they are com- 
ponent parts of a larger watershed may be planned together when the local 
sponsoring organizations so desire. 

“Local organization”’—any State, political subdivision thereof, soil or water 
conservation district, flood prevention or control district, or combinations thereof, 
or any other agency having authority under State law to carry out flood pre- 
vention and related activities. 

Sec. 5. In order to assist local organizations in preparing and carrying out 
plans for works of improvement, the Secretary is authorized, upon application 
of local organizations 

(1) to conduct such investigations and surveys as may be necessary to 
prepare plans for works of improvement ; 

(2) to make such studies as may be necessary for determining the physical 
and economic soundness of plans for works of improvement, including a 
determination as to whether benefits exceed costs ; 

(3) to cooperate and enter into agreements with and to furnish financial 
and other assistance to local organizations: Provided, That for the land- 
treatment measures, the Federal assistance shall not exceed the rate of 
assistance for similar practices under existing national programs; and 

(4) to obtain the cooperation and assistance of other Federal agencies 
in carrying out the purposes of this section. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary shall require as a condition to providing Federal assist- 
ance that local organizations shall 

(1) furnish without cost to the Federal Government all easements and 
rights-of-way needed in connection with works of improvement installed 
with Federal assistance ; 

(2) assume such proportionate share of the cost of installing any works 
of improvement involving Federal assistance as may be determined by the 
Secretary to be equitable in consideration of anticipated benefits from such 
improvements: Provided, That no part of the construction cost for providing 
any capacity in structures for purposes other than flood prevention and fea 
tures related thereto shall be borne by the Federal Government under the 
provisions of this Act; and 

(3) make arrangements satisfactory to the Secretary for defraying all 
costs of operating and maintaining such works of improvement. 

Sec. 5. At such time as the Secretary and the interested local organization 
have agreed on a plan for works of improvement, and the Secretary has deter- 
mined that the flood prevention and soil conservation benefits exceed their costs, 
and the local organization has met the requirements for participation in carry- 
ing out the works of improvement as set forth in section 4, the Secretary is 
authorized to participate in the installation of such works of improvement in 
accordance with the plan: Provided, That in participating in the installation of 
such works of improvement the Secretary, as far as practicable and consistent 
with his responsibilities for administering the overall national agricultural pro- 
gram, shall utilize the authority conferred upon him by the provisions of this 
Act: Provided further, That, before such installation involving Federal assist- 
ance is commenced, the Secretary shall transmit a copy of the plan and the 
justification therefor to the Congress through the President: Provided further, 
That any such plan (a) which includes reclamation or irrigation works or 
which affects public or other lands under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the 
Interior, or (b) which includes Federal assistance for floodwater detention 
structures, shall be submitted to the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary 
of the Army, respectively, for his views and recommendations at least 60 days 
prior to transmission of the plan to the Congress through the President. The 
views and recommendations of the Secretary of the Interior, and the Secretary 
of the Army, if received by the Secretary of Agriculture prior to the expiration 
of the above sixty-day period, shall accompany the plan transmitted by the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture to the Congress through the President 

Sec. 6. The Secretary is authorized in cooperation with other Federal and 
with State and local agencies to make investigations and surveys of the water- 
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sheds of rivers and other waterways as a basis for the development of co- 
ordinated programs. In areas where the programs of the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture may affect public or other lands under the jurisdiction of the Secretary 
of the Interior, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to cooperate with the 
Secretary of Agriculture in the planning of works or programs for such lands. 

Sec. 7. The provisions of the Act of June 22, 1986 (49 Stat. 1570), as amended 
and supplemented, conferring authority upon the Department of Agriculture 
under the direction of the Secretary of Agriculture to make preliminary ex- 
aminations and surveys and to prosecute works of improvement for runoff and 
waterflow retardation and soil erosion prevention on the watersheds of rivers 
and other waterways are hereby repealed: Provided, That the authority of the 
Department of Agriculture, under the direction of the Secretary, to prosecute 
the works of improvement for runoff and waterflow retardation and soil erosion 
prevention authorized to be carried out by that Department by the Act of 
December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887), as amended, shall not be affected by the pro- 
visions of this section. 

Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act. 


The CuarrMan. We will put in at the beginning of these hearings a 
message of the President of the United States in which he makes a 
request for this legislation, along with reports on the bill from the 
Department of Agriculture and the Bureau of the Budget. 

(The documents referred to are as follow :) 


[H. Doe. 221, 83d Cong., 1st sess.] 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES RELATIVE TO A PROGRAM 
DESIGNED TO CONSERVE AND IMPROVE THE NATION’S NATURAL RESOURCES 


To the Congress of the United States: 

In the stress of dealing with urgent problems of peace and security and budget 
appropriations and tax revennes, we sometimes overlook the fundamental im- 
portance to our national wellbeing of constructive, forward-looking policies 
designed to conserve and improve the Nation’s natural renewable resources. 

Before the Congress adjourns, therefore, I believe it will be useful to focus 
attention on some of our basic land and water resource problems and to point 
the way for constructive efforts to improve the management and use of these 
resources. 

In my state of the Union message, I called attention to the vast importance to 
this Nation now and in the future of our soil and water, our forests and minerals, 
and our wildlife resources. I indicated the need for a strong Federal program 
in the field of resource development. At the same time I pointed to the necessity 
for a cooperative partnership of the States and local communities, private citizens, 
and the Federal Government in carrying out a sound natural-resources program. 

In addition to the immediate danger of waste resulting from inadequate con- 
servation measures, we must bear in mind the needs of a growing population and 
an expanding economy. At present we are faced with excess reserves of some 
agricultural commodities and the need for production adjustments to gear our 
agricultural economy to current demands. But in the long run, we shall need 
to give increased attention to the improvement and reclamation of land in its 
broadest aspects, including soil productivity, irrigation, drainage, and the re- 
plenishing of ground-water reserves, if we are adequately to feed and clothe 
our people, to provide gainful employment, and to continue to improve our 
standard of living. 

Our basic problem is to carry forward the tradition of conservation, improve- 
ment, and wise use and development of our land and water resources—a policy 
initiated 50 years ago under the leadership of President Theodore Roosevelt. 
To do this within the framework of a sound fiscal policy and in the light of 
defense needs will require the maximum cooperation among the States and 
local communities, farmers, businessmen, and other private citizens, and the 
Federal Government. It will require the development of clear guidelines to be 
established by the Congress as to the proper functions of the Federal Government. 
It will require the revitalization of renewable resources by users who should 
be entitled to reasonable assurances in connection with authorized uses. It will 
require adherence to sound principles for the financing and the sharing of the 
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cost of multiple-purpose land and water resources development. It will require 
improved Federal organization to accomplish a more logical division of respon- 
sibilities among the various Federal agencies in order that resource development 
programs may be carried on with the greatest efficiency and the least duplication. 
And it will require comprehensive river basin planning with the cooperation of 
State and local interests. 

This administration is moving ahead in the formulation of sound organization 
and improved policies for the use of our soil, our public lands, and our water 
resources. I have requested, and the Congress has granted through Reorganiza- 
tion Plan No. 2, increased authority for the Secretary of Agriculture to improve 
the organization of the Department of Agriculture. I have recently established 
by Executive order a National Agricultural Advisory Commission. A review is 
being made of the basic power policies of the Federal Government in connection 
with multiple-purpose river basin development as it relates to private economic 
development. The Corps of Engineers is making a study of the basis for State 
and local financial participation in local flood-protection works. There are under 
detailed study various proposals for dealing with the complicated problems of 
overlapping and duplicative authority among the several resource-development 
agencies. And the Bureau of the Budget and the resource agencies are review- 
ing the present standards and procedures for evaluation and cost allocation of 
water resource development projects. 

It is fortunate that today there is a growing recognition on the part of land 
users and the public generally of the need to strengthen conservation in our 
upstream watersheds and to minimize flood damage. Inadequate conservation 
measures and unsound land-use patterns vastly increase the danger of loss of 
valuable topsoil from wind erosion in time of subnormal rainfall and from water 
erosion in time of floods. 

This should be done as an integral part of our total flood-control and water-use 
program. In our past efforts to better utilize our water resources, to control 
floods and to prevent loss of life and property, we have made large investments 
on the major waterways of the Nation. Yet we have tended to neglect the 
serious waste involved in the loss of topsoil from the Nation’s farms and the 
clogging of our streams and channels which results from erosion on the upper 
reaches of the small streams and tributaries of the Nation’s rivers. 

It is important, too, for groups of farmers banded together in local organiza- 
tions, such as soil-conservation districts and watershed associations, to take the 
initiative, with the technical advice and guidance of the appropriate Federal and 
State agencies in developing adequate plans for proper land use and resource im- 
provement in watersheds throughout the Nation. As these plans are prepared 
and local agreement and cooperation are assured, I believe that we should move 
ahead in the construction of works of improvement and the installation of land- 
treatment measures as rapidly as possible consistent with a sound overall fiscal 
program. 

As we move forward in a cooperative and coordinated soil and water con- 
servation program, we must not overlook the essential role played by the Federal 
xyovernment in the management of public lands. Approximately 50 percent of 
the land area of the Western States is owned and managed by a number of 
Federal agencies. The National Park Service administers parks and monu- 
ments having national significance. The Forest Service administers the national 
forests, with their valuable timberlands and grazing resources, and in coopera- 
tion with State and local interests protects critical watersheds. The Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers manage lands in connection with 
water-resource projects built by these agencies. Fish and wildlife are protected 
by the Fish and Wildlife Service. The Bureau of Indian Affairs administers 
Indian lands, and the great public domain remaining is administered by the 
Bureau of Land Management. 

The Federal Government has a responsibility to manage wisely those public 
lands and forests under its jurisdiction necessary in the interest of the public 
as a whole. Important values exist in these lands for forest and mineral prod- 
ucts, grazing, fish, and wildlife, and for recreation. Moreover, it is imperative 
to the welfare of thousands of communities and millions of acres of irrigated land 
that such lands be managed to protect the water supply and water quality which 
come from them. In the utilization of these lands, the people are entitled to ex- 
pect that their timber, minerals, streams and water supply, wildlife and recrea- 
tional values should be safeguarded, improved and made available not only for 
this but for future generations. At the same time public lands should be made 
available for their best use under conditions that promote stability for com- 
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munities and individuals and encourage full development of the resources 
involved. 

While, as I have indicated, our major problem is to carry forward a tradition 
of improvement and conservation of our natural resources, the best iaeans of 
achieving this objective depends on keeping up with changing conditions. For 
example, the problems of water-resource development in the West are undergoing 
considerable change. The pattern of western growth has broadened substan- 
tially in recent years. Industrial expansion has been extensive and varied. In- 
creased activities in mineral aud fuel processing have occurred. Urban expan- 
sion has been well above the national average in many communities. These de- 
velopments have brought about strong competition for existing water supplies 
and have stimulated the need for a broader approach in planning new water re- 
source developments. As a consequence, the Federal role in the cooperative 
development of these resources should now be reexamined in the interest of 
achieving a better balanced program for western growth. 

Conserving and improving our land and water resources is high priority busi- 
ness for all of us. It is the purpose of this administration to present to the next 
session of the Congress suitable recommendations for achieving the objectives set 
forth in this message. I am confident that the studies of governmental organi- 
zation and functions authorized by this Congress can also make an important 
contribution to the solution of these problems. As the Congress moves ahead on 
a constructive legislative program in the resource field, it will have my full sup- 
port and cooperation. We must build a balanced program for the use and de- 
velopment of all our natural resources. Such a program is indispensable to 
maintaining and improving our standard of living as we make the future secure 
for a growing America. 

DwiGcut D. EISENHOWER. 
THe WHire Hovwsk, July 3/7, 1953. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., August 5, 1953 
Hon. GeorGre D, AIKEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, United States Senate 


DEAR SENATOR AIKEN: In response to your request, we are glad to submit our 
views on 8. 2549, a bill to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate 
with States and local agencies in the planning and carrying out of works of im- 
provement for soil conservation, and for other purposes 

The Department strongly endorses 8S. 2549 and recommends its enactment by 
the Congress. 

The bill would authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with and 
assist local organizations—inecluding State governments and local agencies such 
as soil conservation districts, conservancy districts, and flood-control districts— 
upon their request, to prepare and carry out plans in small watersheds for works 
of improvement in the field of flood prevention, and ayzricultural phases of the 
conservation, development, use and disposal of water. 

The bill contains the sound principle of local initiative and responsibility. It 
would, we believe, encourage local participation in both planning and sharing 
of costs for the installation of works of improvement. The bill would provide 
a simple, workable, and economical mechanism for Federal cooperation with 
local people in achieving their objectives of land and water management in the 
small watersheds of the Nation. Its passage would constitute a clearcut man- 
date from the Congress to this Department to move ahead with the program of 
assistance that is now being sought by scores of local organizations in every 
section of the country. 

The type of assistance to be provided by the Federal Government, through 
the Department of Agriculture, would be in accord with principles previously 
established by the Congress for national programs administered by this Depart- 
ment. Under these principles, this Department extends technical services and 
financial aid to individuals, local agencies, and States in the field of land and 
water management, conservation, and utilization. The Department also admin- 
isters the national forests and certain other public lands for watershed protec- 
tion and other purposes. 

The dominant purpose of watershed plans provided for by the bill would be 
flood prevention and water management. At the same time the bill provides 
adequate authority for integrating other related needs for the management of 








6 SOIL CONSERVATION AND FLOOD PREVENTION PROJECTS 


land and water resources. It does not provide authority for the acquisition of 
any land by the Federal Government. The bill provides for cooperative effort 
by States and local agencies and the Federal Government in a unified manner 
for the improvement of cropland, rangeland, forest land and wildlife, and for 
the management of water within small watersheds. When they are component 
parts of a larger watershed that forms a logical planning unit, a number of these 
watersheds may be included in a single integrated plan. 

Provision is made in the bill for obtaining the views of the Secretaries of the 
Interior and of the Army on plans which contain certain specific features. 

Section 6 provides authority for the Department, coordinate with that of other 
Federal agencies, to make investigations and surveys in cooperation with other 
Federal and with State and local agencies. We believe that it is important for 
the Department to continue to have such authority in order that it can carry 
out its responsibilities in making comprehensive river basin investigations and 
other resource development surveys. This section would provide a legislative 
directive for this Department to make such investigations as may be necessary 
to evaluate the aggregate effect of watershed programs on flood flows and water 
supply in the main river valleys of the country, and to use this data in its own 
planning and to provide such data to other agencies for developing projects on 
rivers and other waterways. 

On enactment of the provisions contained in sections 1 through 6 of the bill, 
the Department would no longer need the authority conferred by the act of 
June 22, 1936, as amended and supplemented, except with respect to the works 
of improvement for runoff and water-flow retardation and soil erosion prevention 
authorized to be carried out by the Department by the act of December 22, 1944, 
as amended. We, therefore, have no objection to section 7, which, with the 
above-mentioned exception, would concurrently repeal the provisions of the act 
of June 22, 1936, relating to the Department of Agriculture. 

We note that the bill would lodge responsibility in the Secretary for carrying 
out its provisions. This authority provides sufficient flexibility to permit the 
assignment of agency responsibilities so as to carry out the provisions of the 
bill with the greatest effectiveness. To accomplish this objective, it is my inten- 
tion to use primarily the Soil Conservation Service and the Forest Service. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
E. T. Benson, Secretary. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., August 31, 1958. 
Hon. Grorce D. AIKEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for the views of 
the Bureau of the Budget on §8. 2549, a bill to authorize the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to cooperate with States and local agencies in the planning and carrying 
out of works of improvement for soil conservation, and for other purposes. 

If enacted, this bill would repeal the present authority of the Department of 
Agriculture under the Flood Control Act of 1936, as amended and supplemented, 
to make preliminary examinations and surveys and to construct works of im- 
provement for waterflow retardation and soil-erosion prevention. It would enact 
new and broader authority for the Department to carry on upstream water- 
shed-conservation and flood-prevention work. The Secretary of Agriculture 
would be authorized to make investigations and surveys and to enter into agree- 
ments with States and local organizations to furnish financial and other aid in 
the construction of works of improvement “for flood prevention, including struc- 
tural and land-treatment measures and agricultural phases of the conservation, 
development, utilization, and disposal of water in watershed or subwatershed 
areas.” 

S. 2549 has been carefully considered by the Bureau of the Budget, and we 
believe that its provisions harmonize the functional interests of all the agencies 
involved so as to best serve the public welfare. 

Section 2 of the bill limits works of improvement to structures and measures in 
“watershed or subwatershed areas not exceeding 250,000 acres and not including 
any single structure which provides more than five thousand acre-feet of total 
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capacity.’ This provision would restrict the authority of the Secretary of Agri 
culture to small svructures and land-treatment measures in the upstream areas 
of the Nation’s watersheds and would not conflict with the authority of the See 
retary of the Army and the Corps of Engineers to build flood-control and related 
structures on the major river channels. 

Section 4 of the bill specifies “that no part of the constru 
any capacity in structures for purposes other than flood prevention and features 


ion cost for providing 


related thereto shall be borne by the Federal Government under the pr sions 
of this Act.” This provision, coupled with limitations on the size of structures, 
would prevent overlapping with the authority of the Bureau of Reclamation in 
the Department of the Interior to undertake irrigation projects While the 
Secretary of Agriculture would have authority to cooperate with State and local 
groups in building small structures in upstream areas which might serve ultiple 
purposes, the Federal Government under this bill would not be permitted to beat 
any of the costs of structures and features related thereto for other than flood 
prevention purposes. Costs allocated to other purposes such as irrigation or 


water supply would be borne entirely by State, local, and private interests 

Section 5 provides “that, before such installation involving Federal assistance 
s commenced, the Secretary shall transmit a copy of the plan and justification 
therefor to the Congress through the President.” This procedure would help to 
reduce the heavy legislative burden on the Congress by avoiding the necessity 
for separate authorization of each individual small project. The Congress would 
retain control of the level of the program through annual appropriations, and 
proposed projects would be reviewed by the Executive Office of the President 
under Executive Order 9384. 

In his message of July 31, 1953, the President indicated the need for strengthen 
ing soil-conservation and upstream flood-prevention programs. He emphasized 
the necessity for cooperation of the States and local communifies, private citi 
zens, and the Federal Government in carrying out a sound conservation and 
watershed-protection program. In our judgment the purposes of S. 2549 would 
be consistent with the view of the President that “we should move ahead in the 
construction of works of improvement and the installation of land-treatment 
measures as rapidly as possible consistent with a sound overall fiscal program.” 

Therefore, the Bureau of the Budget recommends favorable consideration of 
S. 2549 by your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
LOWLAND HuGHes, Acting Director 

The Cuamrman. Among those who have been very much interested 
in this subject and who had previously introduced legislation relating 
to it is the Senator from Kansas, Senator Frank Carlson. Senator 
Carlson is here this morning and we would like to hear from him as 
the first witness because we know there is no Member of Congress 
more vitally concerned with this type of legislation and no one who 
more fully realizes the necessity for taking prompt action for the 
conservation of our soil and water resources than Senator Carlson. 

I might say now we have had some statements, all endorsing this 
legislation, sent to us from people who were unable to testify here in 
person. ‘These statements will be made a part of the record of these 
hearings. We have one from James G. Patton, president of the 
National Farmers Union, in which he urges enactment of S. 2549, one 
from William Voigt, Jr., executive director of the Isaak Walton 
League of America, and one from Homer Brinkley, executive vice 
president of the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives. I am sure 
that we have 2 or 3 others which have not been processed to this point, 
but will be inserted in the record. 


STATEMENT FILED BY JAMES G. PATTON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


The land is a heritage of the entire Nation. Our national resources should be 
used and tended for the greatest good of the greatest number both of those 
living and those yet unborn. Constructive use and conservation of our soil and 
water resources is a prerequisite alike of civilized progress and of national sur- 
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vival. This is always true of any people; it is particularly applicable to the 
United States now, in the middle of the 20th century. 

Throughout our national history we have been using up our potential soil and 
water resources more rapidly than we have been restoring them. Even today 
the rate of drain exceeds the rate of restoration. During the first 150 years of 
our national existence this exploitative trend conceivably might be justified in 
terms of economics and the lack of knowledge of efficient methods of conserva 
tional land use. These excuses are no longer pertinent or relevant; they have 
not been for three decades at least. 

During the past 20 years the Nation has recognized the gravity of the drain 
on its agricultural soil and water resources and has undertaken a coordinated 
local, State, and Federal governmental program to assist farmers and other 
citizens to stop and reverse the trend of exploitative land use. The program 
proposed in this watershed bill that your committee is now considering is a 
logical and proper further extension of this activity. 

Che trend of world events has thrust the responsibility of free-world leader- 
ship on the United States. To exercise this leadership effectively and firmly 
the United States must remain strong economically, politically, socially, spirit- 

ally, and militarily, and continuously grow even stronge} Our Nation must 
be the base of expanding democracy, of building a strong and coordinated mili 
tary security of the free world, and an expansion ald strengthening of the pro 
ductive capacity and rising living standards of the nations of the free world 
I am convinced that the United States can play this important historical role 
only if we, as a nation, take all of those actions and follow those policies that 
vill insure that the United States will have a constantly expanding full employ 


ment economy. 

The probability and indeed possibility, of our attaining these objectives are 
uniquely associated with the conservation and intelligent use of our agricul 
tural soil and water resources. 

Already known technological and scientific developments in agricultural 
production and land use have now made it not only possible but entirely feasible, 
economically speaking, for us to improve the productive ability of land, water, 
and forests, while at the same time obtaining increased current use and yields. 
However, application of this knowledge has not vet been sufficiently widespread 
n the land to stop the drain. This is not a problem that 1 farmer or 1 farm 
neighborhood, or county, or even a single State alone can handle. Because of the 
simple fact that water runs downhill, the costs and benefits of soil and water con 
servation of flood prevention and flood control are diffused over entire watersheds 
and entire river valley basins. Attainment of these benefits requires joint coop 
erative effort of individual farmers, local associations and governments, State and 
Federal Government. Such efforts to be most effective must be developed along 
watershed and river basin lines with agricultural land and water use and conser- 
vation efforts fully coordinated with other uses of land and water such as 
forestry, grazing, navigation, power and recreation. 

The programs adopted by State and Federal Governments in the past 30 
years have recognized these basic principles. A good program has been de- 
veloped; some progress has been made in all phases: building of dams and 
reservoirs, irrigation systems and other installations, provision of public tech- 
nieal and financial aid to individual landowners, increased conservation re- 
search and education, and development of new types of quasi-governmental au- 
thority and soil conservation districts. 

I am convinced that the great progress we have made in the past 30 vears 
is, however, less than we should have made. Moreover, except in the Tennessee 
Valley, sufficient attention has not yet been given to coordination of efforts 
within entire river valley basins. We have not, moreover, made a proper alloca- 
tion of public efforts and funds as between flood control on the lower reaches 
of rivers and flood control and prevention and soil conservation on the up- 
streams. We have lagged far behind in taking needed measures at the place 
where the rain and snow falls. Despite these weaknesses, we have made a solid 
start toward the kind of total program that we need. 

As the members of this committee are well aware, I fully support the con- 
tinuation and expansion of the financial aids program of agricultural conserva- 
tion practices administered by farmer-elected county and community farmer- 
committeemen. This appropriation should, at a minimum, be restored to the 
full $250 million fund of several years ago and should be augmented by an addi- 
tional $50 million for lime, scarce elements, and other soil-building practices of 
a recurring nature and by a soil-building fund of at least $200 million to build a 
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strategic stockpile of agricultural productivity on the s ed diverted acres 
taken out of production of crops under ma etl! qu ind ¢ e allot 
ments. This program should remain as now, a Federal responsibility admin 
istered as a Federal program. This will require the further extension the 
legislative provision for this, that expires this year 
The program of technical assistance through complete conser mal far 

plans carried out by Soil Conservation Service through local s il conservation 
districts should be continued with increased priations sufficient to greatly 
speed up the number of farms that can be reached each year. We should bring 
closer to the present the final target date when every farm in the Nation will 


ultimately benefit from this excellent servic 

Flood control efforts and power development on main streams should, of course, 
be continued and expanded, preferably in coordination with complete rive ley 
basin development. We should continue the reclamation of arid lands to more 
productive agricultural use through irrigation. Conservational use and de 
velopment of public owned grazing and forest lands should be protected and 
strengthened, not weakened by ill-advised raids of selfish groups 

The agricultural work, operations and management activities of the Depart- 
ment of Interior should be transferred to the Department of Agriculture, the 
legislative jurisdiction over these in Congress ought to be transferred to the 
agricultural committees 

Within the soil and water conservation and development program that has 
been developed over the past 25 years, a large gap has existed in our efforts 
between the flood-control efforts downstream and our soil-conservation efforts 
on the land. This in-between area, requiring small flood prevention and water 
shed treatment facilities has been but inadequately approached by the efforts on 
a small number of small watersheds under annual appropriation bills of the 
Department of Agriculture, including the pilot program on 50 such watersheds 
last vear. 

It is unfortunate that the expanded flood prevention appropriations requested 
by the previous administration to expand these activities could not be passed 
last year. However, I do wish to commend Congressmen H. Carl Andersen 
and Clifford Hope for their efforts of last year which resulted in inauguration 
of the small watersheds project 

The bill before you in these hearings will provide greatly needed legislative 
authority to All the gap in soil and water conservation and flood prevention and 
control efforts. 

I wish to commend the authors of this bill and others who have taken a con- 
structive interest to increase Federal efforts to protect the small watersheds of 
the Nation. I respectfully urge your favorable consideration of the bill 
before you. 





IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, IN« 
Chicago, 1 January 6, 1954 
Senator Grorce D. AIKEN, 
Chairman, Senate Agriculture Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C 

DEAR SENATOR ATKEN: Mr. James M. Kendall, chief clerk of the Senate Agricul- 
ture Committee of which you are chairman, has advised that hearing is scheduled 
on January 14 on §S. 2549, the so-called small watershed bill. 

It will be appreciated if von will let the record of the hearing show that the 
Izaak Walton League of America very strongly favors this type of legislation 

For the record, I would like to remind you that the Izaak Walton League of 
America is a nationwide membership organization devoted to the principles of 
sound and appropriate use of the Nation’s renewable natural resources, the soil 
and moisture, and all the living things dependent upon soil and moisture. Ours 
is a not-for-profit, scientific, and educational organization consisting principally 
of volunteer citizen workers. Our activities do not have any partisan political 
aspects. 

We have been of the opinion that as a nation we have paid too much attention 
to downstream factors with respect to flood control, and far too little with respect 
to the beneficial treatment of the land itself and the utilization of small strue- 
tures in tributary areas. We view this bill as a fine step in the right direction. 
and hope your committee and the Senate will give it favorable consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Witt1aMm Vorar, IJr., 
Executive Director. 
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMER COOPERATIVES, 
Washington 6, D. C., January 8, 1954. 
Hon. Grorce D, AIKEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR AIKEN: We regret that because of our annual meeting January 
11-14, 1954, we will be unable to be represented in person at the hearing on 
S. 2549, which your committee has scheduled. 

However, we wish to go on record in favor of the principles of decentralization 
in the formation and operation of programs to conserve soil and water, with 
increased responsibility in the hands of local conservation districts. 

We believe that national programs and policies which enable farmers to prac 
tice sound agriculture and conserve land and water, are essential to the public 
interest. Farmers provide food and fiber and other basic materials essential to 
society and are the trustees of the natural resources upon which their continu- 
ing production depends. 

Therefore, we endorse the principles and purposes of 8. 2549, which would pro 
vide the technical assistance to encourage farmers to provide themselves with 
needed water conservation facilities; and to encourage watershed areas to 
practice water conservation and flood control 

Sincerely yours, 
Homer L. BRINKLEY, 
Erecutive Vice President 


The CiratrmMan. We will be glad to hear from you now, Senator 
Carlson. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK CARLSON, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Senator Cartson, Mr. Chairman, first I went to say I appreciate 
very mu ‘h the op portunity of appe aring be for > this committee on 
your bill, Senate 2549 which was introduced by vourself and other 


members of this committee. I hope to keep my rie very brief 
because I know something about these hearings and I have a short 
statement that I would like to read at least portions of and let the 
reporter have the balance. 

The CuarrMan. I would like to say at this point that it was purely 
an oversight that the Senator from Kansas is not on this bill. 

Senator Caritson. I can assure you that is perfectly all right. 

The CuarrmMan. You can understand it was introduced hurriedly 
and there just was not time to contact everyone. It was an over 
sight that the Senator from Kansas is not on this bill which the Presi 
dent requested. 

Senator Carson. I ap prec late very much the opportunity of ap- 
pearing, before the Senate Committee on Agriculture in support of 
Senate 2549. 

This bill would authorize the Secretary .s Agriculture to cooperate 


with the States and the local agencies in the planning and carrying 
out of works or improvements for mer conservation and other pur- 
poses. 


It is my opinion that we need this legislation in order to carry on 
an expanded and comprehensive soil and water conservation program 
on a much greater scale than we are at the present time. On May 15, 
me year, [ introduced S. 1916, which is basically the same bill that is 
before the committee today. I believe the new language in S. 2549 
clarifies some of the provisions in the bill I introduced earlier. 

In the last session of Congress, we voted $5 million for a program 
of control of water runoff at its source. There was some question as 
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to the authorization under existing statutes and this should be clarified. 

At the present time there are some 50 projects in the Nation that 
are being constructed on the basis of that appropriation through 
State and local cooperation with the Federal Government. The water- 
shed treatment program has caught the imagination of our people. 
This, in my opinion, is the most dramatic, forward-looking program 
that Congress can approve for the future well-being of our Nation. 
It has been my contention for many years that this type of a program 
is part of a complete coordinated program dealing with soil conserva- 
tion, the control of water runoff and flood control. 

There is urgent need to install programs of watershed management 
as a necessary part of our river basin flood-control program. We in 
Kansas, as in every other State, are confronted with the problem of 
preservation of our soil, the control of water runoff and an overall 
policy of river basin development. This same situation prevails i 
practically every State in the Union. 

Our entire program, both for the construction of dams for flood 
control and the control of water runoff at its source is in the experi- 
mental stage. It is for this reason that controversies have sprung up 
in various sections of the Nation on this important subject. 

In my opinion, there is a proper combination of watershed pro- 
grams and big dams, and one cannot substitute for the other. I make 
this statement based on engineering studies in the Department of 
Agriculture, the Corps of Army Engineers and a large group of pri- 
vate engineers. 

Once we can establish a number of completed watershed programs, 
we will have some means of estimating the full benefits from this 
type of water runoff control. The projects that are now under con- 
struction in the various sections of the Nation might well we termed 
pilot or test projects. It is true that most of them are small, but with 
this beginning we can determine for the future how rapidly this pro- 
gram should be expanded. 

In our own State this year we suffered from a lack of rainfall and 
farmers were confronted with a serious problem of water for their 
livestock, Many municipalities had difficulty in securing sufficient 
quantities of water for the use of their citizens. 

Just 2 years ago, in 1951, we had a reverse situation. Our State 
suffered gener: ally from floods and the flood loss was the greatest in 
our State’s history. 

The need for protection in the lower river valleys was dramatized 
by the fact that thousands of our citizens lost their homes and we 
suffered damages that totaled hundreds of millions of dollars. At 
the same time we were suffering these losses in the lower river valleys, 
the Soil Conservation Service made a survey of the storm and flood 
damage in Kansas and Nebraska during the month of July that same 
year. The survey showed that the loss of crops on upland farms 
amounted to approximately $110 million, that the loss of irreplace- 
able topsoil was estimated at $200 million, and losses from floodwater 
and sediment in the creek bottoms and in the small stream valleys 
above the points where specific flood protection had been proposed 
were estimated to be $102 million or a total of $412 million, all of 
which occurred before we even got to the areas which were severely 
flooded. 
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It seems to me that this further proves the point that while we 
must have flood protection for the lower valleys with their concen 
trated ew ition and industi il investments, it 1s also essential that 

. program that will contros the water runoff at its source. 
aaa if this vear further demonstrates that we who live in 
areas where on ee we have reduced or limited rainfall should 
make every effort to retain the water that does fall for the beneficial 
uses of our peop le. ; 

a Soil Conservation Service in Kansas, under the direction of 
Fred Sykes, and in cooperation with the State government and local 
agencies, is constructing some 10 new projects under the appropria- 
tion approved by the last session of Congress. These projects will 
serve as demonstration projects for what I hope will become a great 

rogram of soil conservation and the control of water runoff that 
will be in the best interests of our State’s welfare. This program 
can and must be nationwide. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman 

The CyHatrman. Thank you, Senator Carlson. Are there any 
questions for our colle: ague ¢ 

Senator Tuyr. No, Mr. Chairman. I think that was an excellent 
statement, a statement of - situation and a statement of facts. 

The CuatrMan. In view of the intense interest of the country as a 
whole in this legislation, it seems to me that anyone who opposes this 
would probably be willing to publicly come out in favor of sin. At 
least that is the opinion I have gathered from the sentiment expressed. 

Senator Caritson. There is great interest in it. There is no ques- 
tion about that. 

The CHamman. The next witness is the Honorable J. Earl Coke, 
the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. EARL COKE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL- 


TURE 


Mr. Coxe. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a 
privilege for me to appear before this committee to emphasize the 
importance that this Department attaches to its responsibilities in 
the field of soil and water conservation and flood prevention. 

Over half the current average : nnual floodwater and sediment dam 
age in the United States occurs in upstream headwater areas. Exist- 
ing Federal legislation does not adequately provide for expeditious 
response to local interest in reducing these damages and in bringing 
about a better balance with downstream construction. Watershed 
improvement measures and practices to reduce those damages and to 
conserve the basic resources should in most instances be installed prior 
to or at least concurrently with downstream developments. 

In the long run nothing is more vital to the welfare of farm people 
nor to the strength of the entire Nation than the job we do to protect 
and develop our productive agricultural resources. That job is a 
cooperative one and a continuous one. It is cooperative in a broad 
sense between people who make a living from the land and all the 
rest of the people whose well-being depends upon maintenance and 
improvement of the land as an ine reasingly productive resource. It 
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is alsoa aeoeesy* ro. the immediate sense between farmers and 
responsible agehcie of the local, State and Federal Governments. It 
isa cooper: ative job between neigh bo rs 1h ever, farn l cOoMmmMUNITY in 
America. It is a continuous iob for every man who tills the soil. 

Modern resource conservation Ine ludes the plar hing and treatment 
of entire watersheds. That job is to oear too ther the man vement 
of crop, range, and forest lands and the treatment of w ercourst 


the upper watersheds to minimize the damage of floods and sedimen 
tation, and Lo improve the quality and regularity of wate supplies. 
In watershed protection programs local people md organization 

both on the farms and in the towns and cities, must team up W th 
local, State and Federal Gevernments to share the cost and work out 
improvements to benefit them all. 

The final responsibility, for carrying out a sound, vigor 
ous program of conservation rests Puts the people who own and 
operate the land. Locally organize and directed soil conservation 
districts, and other local units of government provide e fective mech 
anisms by which the conservation program can be managed and kept 
close to particular local needs. Teamwork is the key to a successful, 
productive program that will build and maintain strength in the land, 

Secretary Benson, in his report on 8S, 2549, strongly endorsed the bill 
and recommended its enactment. He said: 





The bill would authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with and 
assist local organizations—including State governments and local agencies such 
as soil conservation districts, conservancy districts, and flood-control districts— 
upon their request, to prepare and carry out plans in small watersheds for works 
of improvement in the field of flood prevention and agricultural phases of the 
conservation, development, use, and disposal of water 

The bill contains the sound principle of local initiative and responsibility It 
would, we believe, encourage local participation in both planning and sharing of 
costs for the installation of works of improvement. The bill would provide a 
simple, workable, and economical mechanism for Federal cooperation with local 
people in achieving their objectives of land and water management in the small 
watersheds of the Nation. Its passage would constitute a clear-cut mandate 
from the Congress to this Department to move ahead with the program of assist- 
ance that is now being sought by scores of local organizations in every section 
of the country. 

The dominant purpose of watershed plans provided for by the bill would be 
flood prevention and water management. At the same time the bill provides ade- 
quate authority for integrating other related needs for the management of land 
and water resources. It does not provide authority for the acquisition of any 
land by the Federal Government. The bill provides for cooperative effort by the 
States and local agencies and the Federal Government in a unified manner for 
the improvement of cropland, range land, forest land and wildlife, and for the 
management of water within small watersheds. When they are component 
parts of a larger watershed that forms a logical planning unit, a number of those 
watersheds may be included in a single integrated plan. 


Under this legislation the Secretary would assign primary 1 respon- 
sibility to the Soil Conservation Service for cooper ative pl: inning of 
watershed programs with local people and organizations. This Serv- 
ice would assist these local organizations in the installation of improve- 
ments on privately owned lands. The Forest Service would be as- 
signed responsibility for carrying out the part of approved watershed 
programs on lands under its administration and other phase s of the 
programs, such as fire protection, for which that agency is normally 
responsible. The Secretary would also expect to seek the participa- 
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tion of other land managing agencies, both Federal and State, in plan- 
ning and carrying out needed improvements on lands under their 
administration as a means of achieving complete and integrated pro- 
tection of these small watersheds. 

The Bureau of the Budget in recommending favorable consideration 
of S. 2549 stated : 

In our judgment the purposes of S. 2549 would be consistent with the view of 
the President that “We should move ahead in the construction of works of im- 
provement and the installation of land-treatment measures as rapidly as possible 
consistent with a sound overall fiscal program.” 

President Eisenhower, in his first State of the Union message, called 
attention to the vast importance to this Nation now and in the future, 
of our soil and water, our forests and wildlife. He indicted the need 
for a strong Federal program in the field of resource development. 
At the same time he indicated the necessity for a cooperative part- 
nership of the States and local communities, private citizens, and the 
Federal Government in carrying out a sound natural resources 
program. 

In a later message on conservation and improvement of our natural 
resources, the President called for adherence to sound principles for 
the financing and sharing of the cost of multiple-purpose land and 
water resources development. He pointed out and commended the 
growing recognition on the part of land users and the public generally 
of the need to strengthen conservation in our upstream watersheds 
and to minimize floodwater and sediment damage. 

He stressed the importance of groups of farmers banding together 
in local organizations, such as soil conservation districts and water- 
shed associations, to take the initiative, with the technical advice and 
assistance of Federal and State agencies, in developing adequate plans 
for and carrying forward programs of proper land use and resource 
development in watersheds. In this connection, he pointed out that, 
in a cooperative and coordinated soil and water conservation pro- 
gram, the role played by the Federal Government in the management 
of public lands is an essential one. 

In his recent state of the Union message the President stated: 

Our conservation program will also take into account the important role played 
by farmers in protecting our soil resources. I recommend enactment of legis- 
lation to strengthen agricultural conservation and upstream flood prevention 
work, and to achieve a better balance with major flood control structures in the 
downstream areas. 

S. 2549 will help accomplish these objectives. 

Mr. Gladwin E. Young, Deputy Administrator, Soil Conservation 
Service and Mr. Richard E. McArdle, Chief, Forest Service, are here 
prepared to furnish you more detailed information about the work to 
which the bill relates. 

The CuHamman. Thank you, Mr. Coke. Are there any questions? 

Senator Youne. I would like to ask a question or two. I do not 
know to whom it should be directed—Mr. Coke or someone else. Just 
what is the difference in the provisions of this bill and the provisions 
we now have on the statute books for a watershed program ? 

Mr. Coxe. You are talking about the 1936 Flood Control Act? 

Senator Young. I think that is the act, the act of 1944, under 
which our present watershed programs are authorized, or supposedly 

thorized. It is rather vague, though, is it not? 
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Mr. Coxe. I think maybe I can clear that up with this statemen 
The basic difference between S. 2549 and the 1936 Flood Control Act 
is in the approach to getting the job of flood prevention accomplished. 
Che Flood Control Act is a Federal approach. It provides for Fed- 
eral initiative of watershed work and Federal responsibility for get- 
ting the job done. The local organizations play a secondary role. 

S. 2549 places the responsibility for initiation on the local organi- 
zations. Plans can be made only upon ap phic ation of the local organi- 
zations. Also section 4 requires that the local organizations must be 
prepared to, first, donate easements and rights-of-way ; second, assume 
a proportionate share of the cost of installation of installing works of 
improvement; and third, making satisfactory arrangements for de 
fraying operation and maintenance expenses. Thus S. 2549 recog- 
nizes the sound principle of local initiative and responsibility and 
provides a simple and economical method for the Federal Government 
to cooperate in getting the job of soil and water management done. 

Senator Younae. I do not quite understand the difference yet be- 
tween the authorization or legislation under which we are proceeding 
now with some watershed programs and this proposed legislation. 
The Senate Subcommittee on Agricultural Appropriations went into 
that to some extent last year. Many of the members thought the a 
thority for appropriating money for watershed projects such as the 
fifty-odd ones we started last year was rather vague, and that some 
new legislation was necessary. What I was trying to get at: What is 
the real difference between this proposed legislation and that which 
is now on the statute books ? 

Some of the things you mentioned, Secretary Coke, are being car 
ried se now, I think, under certain watershed progenies are they not? 

Mr. Coxe. Yes. The programs initiated by the Federal Govern- 
ment in which the local organizations participate. It may be that 
you would like to get into more of a technical review of this. 

Senator Youne. Yes, if there is someone here. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Coke, is it not one major purpose of this bill 
to establish that type of soil and water conservation work as a national 
policy, whereas the projects which we voted $5 million for were se- 
lected projects to be used as pilot works, as they call them ? 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. And this establishes the policy of the United States 
Government in favor of the conservation of soil and water resources 
in the upstream areas. 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

Senator Younge. Is there a provision in here requiring authorization 
for each project by the Public Works Committee before money is 
appropriated for them ? 

Mr. Coxr. May I refer that question to Mr. Mynatt ? 

Mr. Mynartr. Senator Young, there is not such a provision in this 
bill. 

Senator Youne. The Department of Agriculture, on approval of 
appropriations by the Congress, could then start more projects with- 
out special authorization for each project ? 

Mr. Mynarr. Yes,sir. This bill contemplates that the local organi- 
zation will apply to the Secretary for work under this bill. Then a 
pl: in will be worked up cooperative ‘ly between the local organization 
and the See retary. If the plan is s feasible and if the local organiza 
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tion will do the things requ ired by the bill—that is, donate easements 

assume its proportionate share of the cost, and give assurances that 
operation and maintenance will be continued—then th plan could 
be put into effect subject to appropriations without fu ther action 
by the Congress. 

‘Senator Younc. There is no limit to the size of the project, or how 
much money could be spent on any one project, is there / 

Mr. Mynartr. Not in this bill; no, sir. 

The CuatrmMan. It limits, I believe, the number of acres that can 
be involved in one project. It does not limit the number of projects 
that ean be established in one watershed. I think that this Is an 
effort » lay down a national polic) V which will have to be carried 
out as it is implemented by the Congress, with particular reference 
to the Subcommittee on Agricultural Appropriations. 

Senator Younae. I think our Committee on Agriculture Appro 
priations would welcome tiis kind of legislation. Yam still just a little 
uncertain as to what terms we should have in there. 

The Cuarrman. We had uncertainty last year as to what we could 
do in some of those projects. I think this is an effort to clear up some 
of that uncertainty. 

The CuatrMan. Mr. Young. 


STATEMENTS OF GLADWIN E. YOUNG, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, 
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE; AND EDWARD F. MYNATT, ASSO- 
CIATE SOLICITOR FOR FORESTRY AND GENERAL LEGAL SERVICE, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Younae. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, it is a privi- 
lege to appear before the committee and review some of the experiences 
of the Soil Conservation Service with the mushrooming interest in 
watershed protection and flood prevention as it may relate to S. 2549. 

This bill is designed to meet the urgent need for cooperative local 
State-Federal action to protect and improve the soil and water re- 
sources of the Nation’s small upstream watersheds in order to better 
control soil erosion, reduce floodwater and sediment damage, miti- 
gate the effects of drought, and provide for efficient use of our soil 
and water resources on a sustained basis. 

Land resources: In the continental United States there are about 
1.9 billion acres of land. Some is excellent, some is not so good, and 
some is almost worthless. 

About 409 million acres is now being used to grow cultivated crops. 
About 700 million acres is used for grazing. About 606 million acres 
is classed as forest or woodland. Some 189 million acres is nonagricul- 
tural land of which cities, highways, roads, railroads, factories, mines, 
airports, parks, et cetera, occupy about 105 million acres. Much of 
this was once productive agricultural land. The current rate of non- 
agricultural e ia roachment is substantial. 

Our land resources are adequate to meet our needs for a long time 
to come, if we care for them properly. Our knowledge and experience 
in how to protect our soils from deterioration has increased steadily 
and thus provides us with the basic techniques for a sound conserva- 
tion program. 
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\t present more than 1,800,000 farmers and ra ers have nder 
wav on their land, with the help of the Soil Conservation Ser e, and 
in cooperation with soil conservation districts, programs for the pro- 
tection and improvement of their soil and water resources. They 


operate a total of nearly 400 million acres of land—about one-third 
of the agricultural land of the United States. They have d veloped 
or are in the process of developing basic conservation plans for heir 
land. Only about half of their planned measures have been applied. 

An equally large number of other farmers and ranchers have in- 
stalled one or more individual conservation measures either on their 
own initiative or with the assistance of other Federal and State agen- 
cies. About two-thirds of the farmers and ranchers in the country 
have some knowledge of conservation. As we look back at this accom- 
plishment over less than two decades of organized soil conservation 
effort, it represents tremendous progress. As we look ahead, however, 
there still remains nearly 900 millions acres of agricultural land in 
farms and ranches in need of basic conservation treatment. 

Flood prevention : My reason for ealling attention to the progress 
made to date in soil conservation is to point out that this nationwide 
program has laid a solid foundation under the widespread interest in 
watershed protection. 

This interest in upstream watershed conservation is growing out 
of the observations and experiences of farmers and rural communities 
where soil conservation measures have been practiced longest and most 
intensively. They have seen the effects that soil conservation and 
erosion control measures have had on reducing damaging runoff and 
sediment from little watersheds. They have seen small retarding dams 
save culverts and bridges from washing out, and have seen these same 
dams stop gullies that were cutting farms intwo. They have seen their 
soil protected and crop yields increased by the same measures that 
helped control the runoff of surface water. They have seen the effects 
of conserving and making the best possible use of water from flash 
floods in those areas where there is never enough water. There is 
sound reason why there are grass root convictions about opportunities 
for flood prevention by starting the job in the upper watersheds and 
little watercourses. 

In the Nation's total program of land and water resource develop- 
ment there is need to give greater emphasis to conservation and pro- 
ductive use of water high up on the watershed lands. Here is the point 
of first productive use of water and here is the first opportunity to 
begin prevention of destructive floods. If we wait until water reaches 
the rivers before we start controlling it and using it, much of the dam- 
age has already been done and much of its value lost. The Nation’s 
program for resource development in river basins needs to give a more 
realistic emphasis to upstream watershed conservation and flood 
prevention. 

Recent studies show that over half of all the Nation’s average 
annual flood damage occurs on the headwater streams, and a large pro- 
portion of it is agricultural. The map displayed here of the Salt- 
Wahoo watershed at Lincoln, Nebr., illustrates why this is true. 

The Salt-Wahoo watershed is an area of about 1,600 square miles— 
about a million acres. The map is drawn to show the tributaries with 
varying degrees of drainage above them. The upper tributaries that 
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are marked in red are probably not even named branches. They are 
run clear up to the upper tributaries, as you can see. At a point 
above where the red lines stops there are 5 to 25 square miles of drain- 
age area above that point. About 400 miles of stream channel or more 
than half of all the total network of tributaries of the stream are in 
those red tributaries. You will note that at the city of Lincoln the 
dr: unage area 1s about 250 to 500 square miles draining P past that 
point. I call your attention to that part of the creek at Lincoln 
because there is a crossroads of those streams above it. 

First let me emphasize that in any stream network, by far the 
largest } proportion of miles of stream are in these uppel tributaries. 
I want to relate that fact to this next chart showing flood damages. 
This study was made for the particular purpose of showing the dis- 
tribution of average annual damage in this same watershed. The 
first bar shows 5 to 25 square mile drainage area and shows the amount 
of damage. I think there was about a million dollars’ worth of 
damage annually in that watershed. About one-fifth of that ($200, 
000) occurred in the smallest tributaries, the uppermost tributaries. 
Those first 3 bars, from 50 to 100 square miles, constitute relatively 
smal] streams and account for the majority of the agricultural dam- 
age on the total stream mileage. 
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You will notice the bar under the 250 to 500 square mile area is 
high because the city of Lincoln is located in that particular reach 
of the stream. What that illustrates is that if we would direct our 
total flood damage reduction efforts merely at the city of Lincoln, 
we would have directed our efforts at about one-fourth of the total 
flood damage in the Salt-Wahoo watershed. So this illustrates the 
importance of directing our efforts towards those upper reaches on 
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which there are not 
damages. 

The next chart I want to show 1 
from storms of varying frequencies. 
damages in this same watershe 
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in every 2 years. The next bat 
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damages occur in this particular 
frequency or less and illustrates \ 
sheds in the Nation. 
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High damages do occur from the disaster type stoiins that come 
in the 50-year frequency or the 100-year frequency. But actually 
they are a small part of the annual average damages that occur ove! 
a number of years. Damages from the disaster-type floods are not 
the only damages from which we should seek alleviation. So these 2 
charts and the map merely illustrate these 2 things, that we should 
direct our efforts toward the upper watersheds to catch that damage 
which in its separate paris is not spectacular, but in the aggregate is 
spectacular; and the fact that we should direct, as this program will, 
our efforts towards the smaller storms rather than only the terrifical] 
high-disaster storms. 

Senator Ture. If you do not mind an interruption at this point, 
1 would like to comment on the charts. In the event you were in a 
position to better control what is in the 2-year frequency than that 
in the 10-year frequency, if you were protecting the upper regions, 
you probably would have far less damage down below. In other 
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words, if you had it controlled at the upper regions of the runoff, 
then down in the lower tributaries and the larger streams you would 
have less damage in the actual floods that would occur to bridges and 
cities and highways. 

Mr. Youne. That is right, Senator Thye. 

Senator TuHyr. You would be checking it from accumulating into 
one devastating flood as it went down into the valley further. 

Mr. Youne. That is right. It has that significance as well as the 
fact if we merely set our control structures at the point of an urban 
irea that has high values that need to be protected, we would neglect 
the protection on these small tributaries, the culverts, the bridges, and 
the small-bottom lands on which farmers depend for their row crop 
lands. 

Senator THyr. Minnesota is in the upper region of the Mississippi. 
The ote and the runoffs that we get up in that upper region are 
devastating to the agricultural lands. Once the floodwater gets into 
the main Mississippi stream, then it becomes devastating to the bridges, 
the cities, and the highways it might flood in the course of its flow to 
the gulf. At the upper region when it is running off those smaller 
watersheds, it may be devastating to our topsoils. You have in mind 
here that if we could control it up there—and that is also my convic- 
tion—we would then check and stop the accumulation of this body of 
water that would ultimately and finally be so devastating down the 
river as it gathers more and more volume from the other streams. 

Mr. Youne. Senator Thye, we would contend that it would reduce 
the dam: ges down below, but we would not contend that it would be 
a control of those valleywide floods such as occur on the Mississippi. 
Even in the treatment of small watersheds like this, in instances where 
there were storms of long duration and high intensity there would be 
runoff and there could be valleywide floods down below. We would 
not contend this , Prone to be a complete answer to the flood-control 


problem of the Nation. As Senator Carlson mentioned, the two types 
of approac hes are nee essary. 
Senator Tryr. The main thing is, however, soil damage and the 


devastating effect of the speedy reine | is just as threatening in the 
upper regions. Hard-hitting devastating floods can, of course, be 
very costly as the body of water in the stream finally breaks over its 
dikes and starts flooding cities and highways and the like, but the ac- 
tual loss in the upper regions is terrific in washing away of topsoil and 
crop damage. Only these small multiple-unit flood-control activities 
can stop that runoff that has been occurring and taking so much top- 
soil away from all the cultivated land of the Nation. That is what 
we are trying to reach in this bill. 

Senator Munpr. Mr. Chairman, while we are questioning the wit- 
ness I would like to ask: In a given area where you might have, say, 
10 of these projects pretty well surveyed, pretty well ready for Fed- 
eral participation; and the Appropriations Committee made money 
available so that of those 10 which might be set to go at a given time 
you might start 3, who determines which 3 are selec ted ? 

Mr. Youna. Senator Mundt, the wording of the bill would make it 
impossible for the a pete of Agriculture to initiate even the 
planning on those, or further planning on them, until the local com- 
munity made its db The local community would be the initiating 
body. 
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Senator Munpr. My question envisages 10 local communities with 
major requests, and you have funds at the moment to start operating 
on 3. Who determines which three, under the terms of the bill? 

Mr. Youne. The Department of Agriculture—the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service—would have to participate with the local communities 
in the study, as you are assuming they already have and determine 
which projects would be feasible. Then we would have to make a 
determination on priority and make that recommendation. [ suspect 
that the action taken by the Appropriations Committee would deter- 
mine the scope and number of watersheds we could include in our 
recommendation. We would have to make recommendations for 
priority of areas to be included each year. 

Senator Munpr. Under the terms of the bill, do you expect that 
the Appropriations Committee would appropriate specific dollars 
for specific projects, or a lump sum for a continuation of this whole 
program ¢ 

Mr. Youne. Specific moneys for specific projects. 

Senator Munpr. Every project specifically appropriated for ? 

Mr. Youne. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. That is not the way you did it this time. You got 
$5 million. 

Mr. Youne. That is right. But it was not under this proposed 
legislation. 

Senator Munprt. This time you propose to come to Senator Young’s 
committee, on which I also serve, and say, “We have got a project in 
Kansas and a project here” ? 

Senator Youne (temporarily presiding). The House listed the proj- 
ects on which they expect the money to be spent. We had some on 
the Senate side; and then later the Department found they could 
not start on all these projects, so they got the approval of the House 
chairman and myself to drop a few they had on the present list and 
add some 10 or 15 more, is the way it was handled. 

Mr. Young. May I correct my testimony on the point on the advice 
of our associate solicitor, Mr. Mynatt. The process would be that we 
would prepare estimates of cost and work plans for each watershed 
in cooperation with the local people and would have to justify in our 
own minds the relative priority of those projects. We would send our 
recommendations on each watershed to the Congress through the Presi- 
dent as provided in the bill. Mr. Mynatt advises me that the bill 
contemplates that our budget request, however, would be on a lump- 
sum basis, and it would actually cover the number of watershed work 
plans that we would be recommending annually. 

Senator Munpr. You would pick out in the Soil Conservation 
Service and other areas of the Department of Agriculture, then, a 
series of projects, maybe 20 or 25 or 30, whatever it was, for which 
you would arrive ata lump sum. You would then request the Appro- 
priations Commitaee to appropriate moneys for that ? 

Mr. Youne. Yes. 

Senator Munpr. What I am trying to bring out is this. While I 

yas home in my State this summer we had a meeting in connection 
with this whole program, which finds much favor in the State. But 
the Secretary of Agriculture and some of the representatives at State 
college felt in a program of this kind in which local communities 
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are expected to cooperate, the State government should not be entirely 
shunted aside ; that they should have something to say as to the priority 
of the projects within the State or within the area 

Have you anything in your bill which would prov ide for that kind 
of participation so that the State is not left out of this whole thing 
and you are just working direct with the local community and the 
Federal Government? 

Mr. Youne. Senator Mundt, I believe there is no specific provision 
for clearing with any particular State agency, although the entire 
approach of the bill is one of cooperation ‘with the local communities 
and the States. 

Senator Munvr. There seemed to be some considerable amount of 
resentment in South Dakota. Perhaps that is too strong a term. 
There seemed to be some uneasiness that this establishes a sort of a 
new line of command between the Federal Government and the peo- 
ple. Normally the Federal Government works through the State 
agencies; the State agencies work through the local community agen- 
cies. But this envisages the Federal Government working direct with 
the people in the area, in the county, in the township, almost on the 
farm. Here sits the State secretary of agriculture; here sits the State 
land and water resources board; here sits the extension service of the 
State college and its experts in soil conservation and water utiliza- 
tion—all of whom are eager and ready and willing to cooperate, and 
they find no place in the picture for them at all except as unhappy 
kibitzers. 

As a consequence, it seems to me you should consider pretty care- 
fully trying to establish a pipeline direct from the Federal Govern- 
ment to the farmer which detours the legitimate institutions of the 
State government. I was very much in hopes if we were going to 
write a formula, which S. 2549 purports to be, that there be something 
in there about that. As I read S$. 2549, it is a high expression of 
wonderful principles, with which I am in complete agreement. I 
want to get this job done. There are not very many details on the 
mechanics of operation certainly which meet the problems which arose 
in a discussion of this program out in South Dakota. 

Senator Tuyr. There was no mention of our soil-conservation dis- 
tricts in your question, Senator Mundt. They likewise are a part of 
that State body and are located in given districts and areas of the 
State. Does this embody the cooperation of those districts? Does 
this law propose that, as you understand it ? 

Mr. Youne. Yes, sir; I think it would, Senator Thye. We antici- 
pate that the soil conservation districts individually or collectively, 
as the watershed situation may demand, would act as sponsors. 

Senator Hory. This first section here says— 
the Federal Government should cooperate with States and their political sub- 
divisions, soil- or water-conservation districts, flood-prevention or control dis- 
tricts, and other local public agencies * * *, 

Senator Munpr. I point out that that is just in the preamble; that 
is the high and p retty language that is there. There are no mechanics, 
no provisions of any kind. It is an expression of hope which is a 
previ ailing expression of hope, which is certainly the unwritten pre- 
umble in all the legislation which we write. There is an unwritten 
preamble i in the money we appropriated. But on the money we ap- 
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propriated, up in South Dakota, there is no quarrel about the particu 
lar projects which were chosen because they all said it was the only 
one available. 

The State authorities were very embarrassed to learn about it by 
reading it in the daily newspapers. They said, “This is no way to 
work with the State government, for the Federal Government to pick 
these things out and announce them in the press.” They also have 
instrumentalities. While I am quite confident that by and large there 
would not be any difference in the net result whether you do it with 
the consultation of the State people of not, I believe in government 
by law, not by men. This is almost altogether by men, not by law, 
because if the man who happens to be running it at the time is wrong, 
your whole State institutional setup stands on the street while the 
parade walks by. I do not think that is good. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Chairman, I call attention to the fact that 
on lines 21 to 25 on page 2 in the definition of local organizations— 
which is the term used in the act generally—there is included not only 
the State but various other lesser subdivisions. I quote: 

Local organization—any State, political subdivision thereof, soil or water con- 
servation district, flood prevention or control district, or combinations thereof, 
or any other agency having authority under State law to carry out flood preven- 
tion and related activities. 

So it is rather clear that under the terminology here this law would 
apply not only to the relationships between the Secretary of State, 
but also to the relationships between the Secretary and any other 
political subdivision having power to function in these fields. I think 
that is rather clear from that wording. 

Mr. Youna. Wecertainly would anticipate working with all of those 
organizations and recognizing that they would vary from State to 
State under the particular enabling legislation and organizations they 
have at the moment. 

Senator Young. I think Senator Mundt is concerned with just how 
these projects in any particular State would be selected. What agency 
of the State, if any, would have a voice in selecting those projects? 

Senator Munpr. That is exactly right. Obviously they had non 
That is what stirred them up. So I pointed out in the meeting, “Sup- 
pose you had been selecting them; which one would you take?” They 
said, “The same one; that is the only one that was available. There 
is no quarrel about that.” But they said, “Looking for long-term 
projects in which we are expec ‘ted to « tr 959) rate, we want to cooperate. 
We have a lot of fine technicians in our agricultural State college.” 

They want to be a part of this program. They want to have some- 
thing to say about the selecting of the projects. That is why I ask you 
the direct question: Is there anything here which gives the State some 
kind of authority in selecting the priorities? The Solicitor says “No.” 
Is that right? 

Mr. Mynarr. That is right. 

Senator Munnprt. So the answer stands as “No,” Senator, according 
to the Solicitor. The language is very pretty, but I am talking about 
the purport. 

Senator Horzianp. Mr. Chairman, I fully agree with the point made 
by the Senator from South Dakota. I think what he is heading at 
is that there is no provision in this law such as that contained in the 
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flood-control law which requires the approval of the governor of the 
State as a condition precedent, even to the submission of a program 
worked up by the Corps of Engineers to the Congress for its approval. 
I think that the Senator is making a point with which I completely 
concur, that the relationships between the Federal agency and the 
local organizations, each of which has a place and an important place 
in this picture, should always clear through the central agency in the 
State; that is, the State Governor. And that if you do not have that, 
you have to have a dozen kinds of different pictures within a large 
and intricate State, and some of them operating through enthusiasm 
probably and not through any deliberate motive, without going 
through the State authority. 

If that is what your remarks are addressed to, I completely concur 
with them. 

Senator ScHorpret. 1 would like to ask Mr. Young this question: 
Is it contemplated that the overall approval discussions would take 
into consideration what the Army Engineer Corps might think as this 
program in the respective States and river valleys gears itself into 
flood-control protection ¢ 

Mr. Youna. In anticipation of that, Senator Schoeppel, the lan- 
guage of the bill says that any such plan which includes reclamation 
or irrigation works or which affects public or other lands under the 
jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior (4) which includes Fed- 
eral assistance for floodwater detention structures, shall be submitted 
to the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of the Army, respec- 
tively, for his views and recommendations at least 60 days prior to 
transmission of the plan to the Congress through the President. 

Senator Scnorrren. I understand that. But my question refers to 
your Department, about which you are testifying, the question having 
been directed by Senator Mundt, as to who will pick these projects. 
I was wondering if in your own Department it is contemplated that 
there should be a consultation relationship with the Army engineers. 
I assume that there would be. 

Mr. Younc. Yes; we would anticipate that. 

Senator Scnorrre.. Because it does tie itself in to not only the soil 
conservation features, but also the flood-control features. 

Mr. Youna. Yes. It would be our intention to cooperate with 
both the Corps of Engineers and the Department of the Interior or 
any other organization concerned with the total water problem of 
the river or its tributaries from top to bottom. 

Senator Scrorpret. In other words, then, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to ask this further question. Could it, without further clarifica- 
tion in the bill, develop to a point where, let us say, the Army Engi- 
neer Corps could completely veto a program that was brought up 
under this measure ? 

Mr. Youna. Is your question whether or not the bill provides for 
a veto! 

Senator Scuorrren. As you study this measure now, is there such 
language in the bill presently which would permit a complete veto by 
one particular agency of the Government? I do not think so. 

Mr. Youne. No: we do not see that in the bill; no. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, T think the point made by Sena- 
tor Schoeppel accentuates the point made by Senator Mundt, because 
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it appears el arly from section 5 that abundant requirements are con 
tained in this bill og would compel _ Greiner of Agriculture and 
the Department of Agriculture to clear with the Secretary of the 
Interior or the Secret: uy of the Army on matters in which they had 
any involvement, and still there is a complete absence of such require 
ments for clearing with the governor of the State with reference to 
matters in which they might have a more direct concern. On these 
points, I think there are no fatal objections to the bill in general, but 
to a very manifest deficiency in the bill. 

Senator Hory. Those amendments that Senator Holland and Sen 
ator Mundt mention, in all these other programs they recognize the 
State as the central agency and these districts and all file their appli 
cations through the State. The State approves them and they come 
on up. At any rate, I do not think the State ought to be ignored. 
I think it ought to be offici: illy recognized as the head. | think that 
can be done without impairing the validity of the bill. 

Senator Munpr. I seem to be here in an aggregation of former gov- 
ernors, but it seems to me if I were a vovernor of a State, I would have 
some responsibility. I would want the contacts made with my State 
through my office so at least I would know what was going on. 

Senator Hory. As you suggested a few moments ago, if something 
is developing over the State and the State authorities have not heard 
anything about it, they feel very much left out and also feel as if the 
public would think the ‘y are not cooper: iting. 

Senator Munprt. That is the fact, Senator, that the States can be 
very helpful. 

Senator Ture. However, your soil conservation districts are the 
specific authorized party that works in the overall program in the 
respective States on the flood-control and conservation measures. I 
have a letter right here from Mr. Myron W. Clark, commissioner of 
agriculture in Minnesota, and with the permission of the chairman 
I would like to read this letter. I know that we have one of these 
projects in western Minnesota. 

Senator Youne. I wish you would read the letter. 

Senator Toye (reading) : 

In regard to Senate bill 2549, authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to 
cooperate with State and local agencies in planning and carrying out works of 
improvement for soil conservation and flood control, I wish to go on record as 
being in favor of the enactment of this legislation, The damages resulting from 
floodwaters and erosion must be reduced if the agriculture of this Nation is to 
progress and prosper. Not only is it of concern to agriculture, but to the 
general welfare of the N Nation. 

It appears from a review of S. 2549 that the control of erosion, floodwater, and 
sediment damages in the watersheds of the rivers and streams can become a 
reality if sufficient means are made available for that purpose through this 
legislation. 

That is signed by Myron W. Clark, commissioner of agriculture in 
the State of Minnesota. The thought that occurs to me here is that 
if you are well organized in a State you have your soil conservation 
districts which have the specifie org: nization authorized by the gov 
ernor and a body of your entire national conservation setup, and you 
tie them into the State organization. What the soil conservation ad 
vocates in Minnesota, for example, the Governor is well aware of, and 
the Governor is a part of it through the State conservation commis- 
sioner and commissioner of agriculture. So I do not know how we 
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are going to spell it out. I do not know what happened in South 
Dakota that did not embody the entire State organization. But in 
a well-organized State with conservation districts, they are pretty 
well tied into it. 

Senator Munpr. It is very simple to spell out. 

Senator Hottanp. Senator Thye, of course that point is correctly 
made. But the fact is also that such powers as will be given by this 
bill in direct cooperation between the local districts and the Federal 
Government were not in existence when the soil conservation districts 
were organized or when the soil conservation acts in the various legis- 
latures were passed. I happen to be the author of the act in our State 
for the organization of such districts. 

Senator Youne. I was one of the coauthors in my State. 

Senator HoLtianp. I am sure it never occurred to the Senator from 
North Dakota any more than it did to me at the time of the introduc- 
tion of that legislation that there would come a time when the local 
districts could forget that they were part of the State and come 
directly to Washington for assistance. I do not think that there is any 
serious difficulty with this bill because of this omission, but I do think 
the omission ought to be supplied. 

I call attention to the fact that the only reason the Federal Gov 
ernment is in this field is because the law recognizes that when rivers 
and watersheds run from one State to another, water does not know 
State lines. Therefore it is thrown into the Federal jurisdiction. 
Even more so within a State is that true. Certainly when you have 
got a bunch of local districts—and in my State they are generally on 
the county level—there is complete need that they operate in coopera- 
tion with each other and under a common program in the same water- 
shed with some State supervision to see that that end is accomplished. 

One more point and I will be through. That is, the whole tax- 
assessing and tax-collecting power of these districts depends upon 
action of the State legislature. If the State legislature does not 
delegate that power of the State, the districts are helpless. I think 
the legislatures would be much less inclined to grant appropriate and 
adequate taxing authority to the local districts if they felt that the 
local districts were going to try to pass them by or might endeavor 
so to do without reference to the fact that the watersheds do not 
recognize the district lines and that districts in the same watershed 
must of course operate under a common program. 

Senator Scnuorrret. I would like to ask the Senator from Florida 
if he would yield—I think his point is well taken—so I may ask why 
we could not include the governor of a State, say, in section 5 in the 
proviso from lines 5 to 18, which would cover the States’ interest in 
this. As the Senator from Florida has said, would that tie itself 
back into the State legislatures and the governors’ interests as the 
chief executives of those States as it concerns taxation and appropria- 
tions, and all of those things? 

It certainly would tie in the chief executives of the States, which 
is the very thing that I think we are thinking of, namely, greater 
local self-determination and representation on the part of the ‘States. 

I would like to pose a question. What would be wrong with making 
that change when we finally write up this bill, namely, including the 
governor of the State in section 5? 
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Senator Munptr. That brings the governor in at the point of review 
He should be in at the point of initiation, too, and he is still out. 

Senator Youne. I think it would be well if Mr. Young and his 
Department gave some thought as to how best we could tie this in 
to the State governments. 

Senator Munpr. I think we should ask the Department to revise 
this bill with that in mind, that we are going to have to work through 
State institutions; the governor’s office and the governors of the States 
and the Department of Agriculture want to be in there at the initia- 
tion of the studies as well as a review. You just cannot bypass them. 

Senator Holland made a very good point, that it would require 
enabling legislation, tax authority and police power on the part of 
the States, ‘and they should have something to say at the initiation. 

Mr. Youne. Mr Chairman, my testimony covers that point in part 
a little later on, if I may proceed with that point. 

Senator Youna. You may proceed. Are there any more questions ? 

Senator Hottanp. I want to make one more comment with reference 
to the tax situation. The only great effort in our State now happens 
to be a flood control in whic h there is a State agency set up, which 
is a commission drawn from the counties that are affected. That com- 
mission is given the power to levy taxes and so forth in that area. 
But taxes to be raised by that area do not h: appen to be nearly adequate 
to meet the State’s proportionate cost. So the legislature is being 
required at every session to appropriate some three and a quarter 
million dollars for helping out on the project from general State 
funds. Of course that is bigger than the ones that would be created 
here. There is absolute necessity for cooperation from the State as a 
whole if conditions are to move ahead with the project. I do not 
think this cripples the local districts, but to the contrary, I think 
it will strengthen their chances to get something done. 

There is one more point I think could be made in connection with 
this same point, and that is the statement to the effect that the rules 
and Jaw now in effect as to the participation of the Federal Govern- 
ment in such projects shall not be exceeded as to the amount of the 
participation. On page 3, lines 13 to 16, is the proviso that for the 
land-treatment measures, the Federal assistance shall not exceed the 
rate of assistance for similar practices under existing national pro- 
grams. Just what is meant by that provision? 

Mr. Mywnatr. Senator, it means that, for example, in the agricul- 
tural conservation program, if we are making only a 50 percent con- 
tribution for certain practices under that program, we could not make 
any greater contribution under the authority for this act. The rate 
of assistance could not be greater under this act than it is under our 
basic authorities. 

Senator Hotianp. Is that provision limited to such projects as you 
mentioned, or is it limited to the formula for participation of the 
Federal Government in reclamation and flood control projects in gen- 
eral? 

Mr. Mynartr. It a only to the laws of our Department. 

Senator Hotianp. Just what does this mean? State it to the com- 
mittee and into the record as to what that provision means in terms 
of percentage of participation by the Federal Government under this 
act. 





28 SOIL CONSERVATION AND FLOOD PREVENTION PROJECTS 


Mr. Mynarr. Where we have a program, for example, the agricul- 
tural conservation payments program or the technical assistance that 
the Soil Conservation Service may be given in land-treatment meas- 
ures under the basic authorities of the Department, we cannot give a 
greater rate of assistance under the authority of this bill than we are 
giving under our other authorities for similar practices. 

Senator HoLttanp. Would that mean that as the details of the agri- 
cultural soil conservation program change that your authority under 
this act would change? 

Mr. Mynatr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. What is the present basis of participation by the 
Federal Government in this type of program ¢ 

Mr. Mynarr. I would have to pass that, Senator. 1 do not know 
the present rate. 

Mr. Younae. I believe there is no one here from the agricultural 
conservation program service, but the national docket sets that out in 
terms of maximum ps rtic Ips itions. 

Senator Hotianp. That is something that is subject to change as 
the yearly appropriations change with reference to that program ? 

Mr. Youna. Yes, that is right. 

Senator Hottanp. Then that would mean this is not a fixed level 
organization, but a changeable and variable organization ? 

Mr. Youne. To the extent that the agricultural conservation pro- 
gram would be a participant with farmers, it means that that docket 
for that year would apply. This bill would not change the rate of 
participation. 

Throughout this country, about 50 million acres of land are subject 
to overflow in headwater valleys above the locations of any major 
tlood-control improvements thus far proposed. That is an area about 
10 percent larger than the State of lowa. Most of the flood damage 
on these acres is caused by frequent small floods. On the average, 75 
to 95 percent of agricultural flood losses in headwater valleys are 
caused by floods of the kind that occur more frequently than once in 
10 years. Watershed protection programs generally can give pro 
tection against these frequent floods at a very substantial ratio of 
benefits to costs. 

On the other hand, it should be recognized that upstream flood pre- 
vention work, beginning on the land where the rain falls and in the 
small watercourses does produce measurable benefits to major down- 
stream urban areas. It is not practicable through upstream water- 
shed programs, however, to provide the kind of control that may be 
desirable in many areas against disaster-type floods. Prevention of 
flood catastrophes, such as that at Kansas City in 1951, could be 
achieved only by works of improvement on major rivers. Urban area 
protection and major flood-control improvements have been a tradi- 
tional as well as legal responsibility of the Corps of Engineers. 

This watershed bill would provide the additional authority needed 
in Agriculture to accomplish what has been a traditional responsibil- 
ity of this Department, that is, assisting the States, local organizations 
and local people with the conservation of their own land and water 
resources. It would authorize, with initiative controlled by local 
people, and appropriate local-State-Federal cost-sharing, the exten- 
sion of soil and water conservation assistance from farm fields down 





SOIL CONSERVATION AND FLOOD PREVENTION PROJECTS 29 


through the small watercourses. Below them it would join hands 
with public works agencies such as the Corps of Engineers and Bureau 
of Reclamation which have traditionally taken the leadership in plan- 
ning and carrying out large scale works of improvement on the major 
rivers of the Nation. 

The rapid growth of interest in conservation programs for small 
watersheds has spread not only among famers but also among mer- 
chants, bankers, industrialists, newspaper and magazine editors, and 
many others. In fact, the rural and urban interests have joined 
forces in this movement. 

It is significant, that these local watershed interests are not asking 
the Federal Government to take over. They want to maintain local 
responsibility for such programs in their communities and to provide 
locally for assuming an important share of the cost of watershed 
improvements. 

Local watershed organizations and groups, which now number about 
800 in the United States, have been increasingly pressing the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to provide technical planning assistance. ‘They 
want technical and other assistance not now available under other 
programs for needed measures that cannot be installed alone by in- 
dividual landowners and operators; measures which have benefits to 
groups or to the public rather than just to individuals; and measures 
which benefit nonagricultural as well as agricultural interests. 

The very nature of the authorzation process incorporated in this 
bill recognizes the distinction between small watershed improvements 
on many small watersheds, ranging in area from a few to a maximum 
of abqut 400 square miles each, where the local people take the initia- 
tive in improvement programs and ask only for Federal assistance in 
doing that part of the job which they themselves are unprepared to 
do, and the large and often multipurpose water projects on major 
rivers which affect broad regions, if not the whole Nation, and cost 
millions or even hundreds of millions of dollars each. I would like 
to emphasize that in its essence, therefore, this watershed bill simply 
extends to communities and local organizations the principle of exist- 
ing conservation programs of technical and financial aid available to 
individual farmers and ranchers. The extent to which Congress 
wishes to foster this program in any given year can be fully controlled 
through the appropriation process. 

There will be significant difference in the use of the land and soil 
conservation districts with and without flood- a onrern programs. 
In a district without a flood-prevention program the bottom land, be- 

cause of recurrent flooding, will usually produce only relatively low 
value crops—hay and pasture primarily—and these, because of flood- 
ing and water logging are usually rel: atively low in yield and qué ality. 

In a district where a watershed flood- prevention program is in effect, 
much of the productive upstream bottom land will be protected from 
flooding, at least from flooding more frequently than once in 10 to 
25 years. That makes it possible to use this potentially productive 
bottom land for the more intensive crops such as the grain crops, 
ulfalfa, cotton or others. ‘That in turn takes the pressure off of the 
more erosive hill lands and permits them to be put into pasture and 
meadow without the expense of special erosion-prevention measures. 

In a district without a watershed program the level of technical 
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assistance provided will be approximately that of our national going 
program, which is currently estimated to get the once-over job done 
in about 30 to 35 years. In a special watershed program, additional 
technical assistance would be provided within the watershed bound- 
aries, aimed at getting the land-treatment job done on the farms at 
accelerated rate. 

The incentive of the anticipated flood-prevention benefits to the 
bottom lands and the stimulus that comes from community interest 
in flood prevention, makes it possible to move ahead with a land- 
treatment program a lot faster in a district which has a watershed 
program. 

Of course the land-treatment measures applied by the farmer on 
his own land at his own expense are a necessary part of the flood- 
prevention program in a watershed. But to get the full measure of 
flood protection needed, land-treatment measures have to be supple- 
mented by certain special measures such as waterflow retardation meas- 
ures, sediment-control measures, channel improvements, gully plugs, 
and so on. 

Waterflow-retarding dams and channel improvements must be eco- 
nomically justified on their own merits, however. It is not, nor has it 
ever been, the policy of the Soil Conservation Service to recommend 
such measures unless they produce floodwater and sediment reduc- 
tion and land enhancement benefits in excess of their costs. In other 
words, no “basin accounting” principles are used to justify upstream 
flood prevention measures. 

In our watershed experience under the 1936 Flood Control Act we 
have generally required that more than three-fourths of all the land 
in a subwatershed be under agreement with the soil-conservation dis- 
trict and that a substantial part of all the needed practices be installed, 
particularly in the areas above the location of structures, before be- 
ginning installation of these special measures. 

Planning a watershed program is basically a local responsibility. 
However, just as the individual farmer needs the help of experienced 
conservation farm planners to develop a soil and water conservation 
plan for his individual farm, the local people need specialized help 
on watershed planning. 

The Soil Conservation Service is, I believe, uniquely equipped to 
provide technical leadership in assisting local organizations to plan 
and install watershed improvements. First of all it works close to the 
local people, having offices and personnel in soil conservation districts 
now covering 87 percent of the ieiee of the Nation. 

It understands local problems and in common with the Extension 
Service and other agencies of the Department is responsive to local 
desires in a way that large public works agencies, operating out of a 
relatively few widely distributed offices cannot be. Secondly, it has 
a balanced staff of engineering, soils, plant and wildlife specialists 
that can determine and evaluate local needs for conservation and flood 
prevention in upstream watersheds in a balanced manner that would 
not be possible in an organization composed primarily of specialists 
in a single field such as engineering. ; 

Moreover, the engineering problems involved in flood prevention 
programs are of a vastly different character than those encountered 
in design and construction of major dams, of levees, and similar im- 
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provements. The Service has been extraordinarily successful in de- 
signing and contracting for the construction of sound and safe small 
waterflow retarding dams at very favorable costs as compared with 
larger dams. We have contracted more than a hundred such strue- 
tures to date, some of which have withstood runoff resulting from 7 to 
13 inches of rainfall in short periods. We have the basic engineering 
organization required and standard designs and specifications already 
developed that will make further watershed operations under its 
direction even more economical. 

Gn the other hand, to constantly improve its work, the Service be 
lieves in the utilization of private engineering consultants, soils 
ornenios laboratories and institutional facilities to the fullest prac 

sable extent. We would plan to utilize such private facilities and 
to make funds appropriated to carry out work under this act avail- 
able to competent local agencies of government for design and con- 
tracting wherever such organizations are staffed and re for 
this purpose and a sav Ings In I deral costs coukk | the re by | e effe cte cd. 

Our experience shows that a plan cannot be satisfactorily deve loped 
for a much larger watershed than one in which a community of in 
terest can be obt: ained among the people living in the area. 

Under S. 2549 we would expect, in response to requests from soil 
conservation or other similar districts, to assist in preparing work 
plans and installing measures nee« led t to conserve soil, to reduce dam 
ages by water and sediment, and to conserve, develop, utilize, and 
dispose of water. 

We would expect soil conservation districts and other local units 
and organizations to be the principal local sponsoring agencies. They 
would assume local leadership in planning, « ‘arrying out and main 
taining measures installed. 

We would expect State agencies having interests and responsi 
bilities in connection with planned measures to participate in planning 
them and in appropri: itely sharing the cost of their installation an d 
maintenance. ‘That is the point raised by Mr. Mundt about our in- 
tentions. 

Senator Hoittanp. No, that says you expect them to participate 
and finance, but it doesn’t say you will go to them for their approval 
before you start. 

Mr. Youne. We would expect State agencies having interests and 
responsibilities in connection with planned measures to participate in 
planning them and in appropriately sharing the cost of their installa- 
tion and maintenance. In short, this bill does not create another 
Federal public works program. Rather it provides for the next step 
in the progressive evolution of a Federal policy of aid to local people 
and the States in carrying out a complete program of land and 
water resource conservation. Such a program must include flood dam 
age abatement, alleviation of the effects of drought, and maintenance 
of water supplies to the fullest extent practicable by work on the land 
where water falls and drought takes its greatest toll. 

Senator Tuyr. If I may interrupt you at that point, what do you 
mean by alleviating drought? Just what do you mean by that state- 
ment? What do you propose there? 

Mr. Young. Specifically what measures might help alleviate 
drought ? 
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Senator Ture. That is it, just in order that we clarify that point. 

Mr. Youne. One of the very first would be the contouring and ter- 
racing measures that keep the water from running quickly off the 
land. It would help to soak into the land and use it for crop pro- 
duction. The next step down the small water courses would be small 
retention dams, frequently stock ponds, in their appropriate places, 
wherever they are. Some of those small retarding dams, we realize, 
are going to be used more and more for supplemental irrigation. 
That is what we mean by helping to alleviate droughts. 

Senator Hottanp. You do not mean the impounding of large per- 
manent amounts of water behind these dams that you are talking 
about? They will be dry dams in dry weather? 

Senator Ture. That is primarily what I wanted to get clarified here 
so that at some future time we are not faced with a question that we 
are just going to throw up an earthen dike here to impound water for 
future irrigation. 

Mr. Youne. No. 

Senator HickEeN Looper. May I get this clear. In general what I 
understand you to be saying is that these measures which you are 
discussing now in the local areas would be designed to keep more 
water in the soil, perhaps raise the water table slightly or at least 
hold it within the soil rather than have it drain away. 

Mr. Youne. That is right. 

Senator Hotianp. Are not all of these features except the building 
of these dams that you are talking about accomplished within the 
present cooperation with the local conservation districts? 

Mr. Young. I believe that is right, except the building of some of 
the retarding structures. 

Senator Holland. In other words, this measure would add nothing 
to the present program except the principal feature, the impounding 
structures which you have described heretofore in your testimony. 

Mr. Younae. We feel confident it would add a good deal to our pro- 
gram in providing for the planning of the inter-relationships of the 
land treatment, the farm to farmland treatment, with systems of 
surface water disposal and water conservation down the watershed. 

Senator Ture. In the main what you are endeavoring to do here 
is to get a national program and tie it in with soil conservation 
measures, flood control, and impounding of water in the most efficient 
manner. 

You have recognized first that you have soil conservation districts 
established in States that are dealing with this as a major problem 
to that State, but you are going to draw in all the States affected. 
In the case of the Mississippi, in what you have in mind you would 
try to tie the adjoining States, Minnesota, Iowa, and others into one 
project so that when you reach Kansas City or New Orleans, you will 
have held the water back to the maximum. Is that a part of the 
overall program that you envision in this legislative bill ? 

Mr. Youne. Yes, as an end product. As more and more of the in- 
dividual watersheds are treated under this proposed program, that 
would be one of the results, that is right. 

Senator Hottanp. Have you conferred with the engineers and the 
Reclamation Service as to the adequacy of their appropriations, made 
a 60-day check and reported on all programs that you may suggest 
that tie in with projects being handled downstream by them? — 





pverer a ees 


serge 











Br es 


























SOIL CONSERVATION AND FLOOD PREVENTION PROJECTS 33 





Mr. Youne. Based on our experience in interagency cooperation, 
we feel that that is a very reasonable length of time. We frequently 
handle between Agriculture, Corps of Engineers s, and the Bureau of 
Reclamation, interrelated projects at the present time, interrelated 
plans on the basis of 60 days. 

Senator Hotitanp. The point I am questioning is, Would the sufli- 
ciency and adequacy of existing appropriations enable them to make 
their engineering studies and reports within the 60 days covering each 
and all of the projects? 

Mr. Younc. No, sir. We have made no determination of the ade- 
quacy of their appropriations. 

Senator Hotianp. Of course the recent appropriations of the Engi- 
neers and Reclamation Service for planning have been much reduced 
from what they requested and from what they used to have. I think 
that that is one of the things we should have light on as to the adequacy 
of those appropriations and as to whether the 2 services could avail 
themselves of this 60-day period by making the necessary checks and 
the necessary reports. I suggest, Mr. Chairman, to the committee staff, 
that requests go out to the engineers and the Reclamation Service on 
that precise point. 

Senator HickenLoorer. Without objection, the staff will do that. 
You may proceed, 

Mr. Youna. On the other hand, we feel that the authority provided 
in section 6 of the bill for the Secretary of Agriculture to make in- 
vestigations and surveys of the watersheds of rivers and other water- 
ways, as a basis for the development of coordinated programs, is a 
desirable and necessary provision for coordination of upstream flood 
prevention work with programs of public works agencies such as 
the Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation on our major 
rivers where they “have traditionally worked. 

To further the objectives of this provision, we would expect, when 
appropriate, to invite representatives of Federal agencies whose lands 
or other responsibilities might be involved or affected by planned 
measures to participate in planning activities. We feel that this would 
help in coordination of watershed improvements, other developments 
on Federal lands administered by other departments, and downstream 
works constructed by other agencies. 

Information obtained in connection with surveys of watersheds 
under the flood-control acts by the Soil Conservation Service and 
Forest Service over the past several years will be helpful and in many 
instances directly applicable in developing work plans such as are 
contemplated under the provisions of S. 2549. Experience now being 
gained in the demonstration watershed areas authorized to be carried 
out by Congress last year as pilot areas is also giving us experience 
that would be valuable to guide a program authorized under S. 2549. 

In conclusion, I would like to say that the Soil Conservation Service 
believes that the enactment of this bill would be one of the most he ‘Ip- 
ful steps that could be taken to meet the upstream flood-prevention 
need and to bring about a balance between upstream watershed pro- 
tection and downstream flood-control structures. 

Moreover, this bill would reinforce our soil and water conservation 
program itself as it relates to management and control of surface water 
on farms. 
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Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much this opportunity to appear 
before your committee in support of this bill. 

Mr. McArdle of the Forest Service will follow my testimony. 

Senator Hickrenioorer. Thank you very much, Mr. Young, for a 
very informative statement. 

Senator Scnorepret. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as I have to leave, I 
want to offer for the record a copy of a letter which the senior Senator 
from Kansas had prepared and concurred in by a number of Senators 
of some of the States that were involved and interested in these vari- 
ous measures in the Missouri River Basin. I merely offer it for the 
record to show the interest of those Senators and the senior Senator 
from Kansas at that time, May 6, 1952, in trying to press for an early 
consideration of some of these important types of legislation. 

Senator HickenLoorrr. It will be received and incorporated in the 
record. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


UNITED STATES SENATE 
Washington, D. C., May 6, 1952. 
Hon. CHtArtes F.. BRANNAN, 
Sceretary of Agriculture, 
Department of Agriculture, Washington, D. C 

Dear Mr. BRANNAN: We learned recently that you have sent the supplemental 
report to the Missouri River Basin agricultural program to the Governors of the 
several States and to a number of Federal agencies for review and comment. 
Further, we understand that the report must be reviewed by the Bureau of the 
Budget before you submit it officially to the Congress for its consideration. We 
are concerned that the time required for this review might delay submission of 
the report long enough to prevent action by the Congress during this session. 

The people of our States are sincerely interested in the Department of Agri- 
culture’s proposed program for the part of the Missouri River Basin covered in 
this supplemental report. We are in sympathy with the increasing number of 
requests for congressional action on this program commensurate with its im- 
portance to the people of the basins and more nearly in balance with other aspects 
of river basin development, 

We hope it will not be necessary to hold up this report too long for additional 
comments because time will be running out on us for action this session. 

We shall appreciate your personal attention to whatever steps remain to bring 
this report before the Congress in time for its consideration during this session 
of Congress. 

Sincerely, 
Huex Butter, Nebraska. 
Frep A. Seaton, Nebraska. 
James A. Kem, Missouri. 
Tuomas C. HENNINGS, Jr., Missouri. 
ANDREW IF’. SCHOEPPEL, Kansas. 
Epwin C. Jonnson, Colorado. 
EvGENE D. MILiikin, Colorado. 


Senator Scnorpren. If the chairman will excuse me, I must be at 
another subcommittee matter before the Senate opens. 

Senator HickeN toorrr. The Senator will be excused. 

The next witness will be Mr. Richard E. McArdle, Chief of the 
Forest Service of the Department of Agriculture. Do you have a 
statement, Mr. McArdle? ' 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD E. McARDLE, CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. McArpie. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, the hour is late. T notice 
there are a number of nongovernmental witnesses here. Perhaps it 
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will expedite the work of the committee and save these people another 
trip if I merely file my statement. I will be glad to do whatever the 
committee wishes. 

Senator HicKeNn.oorer. There is no objection to your filing your 
statement, Mr. McArdle. Are there any particular highlights in your 
statement that you would like to comment on without reading? Are 
you in general approval of this legislation ? 

Mr. McArpuz. We are greatly in favor of S. 2549. The only ques- 
tions which we have had regarding the proposed legislation has to 
do with the matter of whether or not there could be a combination of 
several of these 250,000-acre small watersheds, and the answer to 
that is, I think, fully covered in section 2 of the legislation, showing 
that there can be combinations of several such smaller areas. The 
other question that has been asked us has to do with cost sharing, par- 
ticularly on Federal lands. 

We feel that is adequately covered in section 4, subsection 2, which 
provides that the sponsors shall assume such proportionate share of 
the cost of installation of any works of improvement involving Federal 
assistance as may be determined by the Secretary to be equitable in 
consideration of the anticipated benefits from such approvals, and 
the Department construes this to mean that a local sponsoring agency 
will not be required to assume any part of the cost of installing, 
operating, or maintaining works of improvement on Federal lands 
included in the area if substantially all of the benefits resulting from 
the works of improvement will accrue to the Federal lands. 


Senator Hickentoorer. You may file your statement, then, Mr. 
McArdle. 


(The document referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT Fitep By R. BE. McArple, CHIeF, Forest Service, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before the committee 
in connection with its consideration of S. 2549. The interest of this committee 
in the broad field of soil, water, and forest resource conservation is most 
encouraging. 

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate 
with States and local agencies in preserving and protecting the Nation‘s land 
and water resources. For many years the Forest Service has been engaged 
in such activities. S. 2549 should prove helpful in bringing about even greater 
efforts by all of our people working in partnership with their local, State, and 
Federal Governments in installing urgently needed flood prevention and soil and 
water conservation measures. It should prove to be of material assistance 
in bringing about an improvement of both national forest and other forest lands 
in our upstream watersheds. 

Forest lands are key areas in any program for watershed improvement and 
flood prevention. Forests occupy one-third of this country’s total land area, 
Forests are widespread throughout the Nation in all but the Plains States. 
The great size of these forested areas and the fact that the headwaters of our 
major streams, where most of the precipitation falls, are largely forested, make 
forests tremendously important in the total upstream watershed picture. 

Fifty-seven percent of this country’s forest land is owned by farmers and 
other small owners; 18 percent is owned by industrial and other holders; and 
25 percent is in public ownership, mostly State and Federal. The desirability of 
a cooperative approach to forested watershed improvement with all groups of 
owners cooperating, such as proposed by this bill, is clearly apparent. 

In the West the national forests are the principal water-producing areas. 
Of all of the multiple values of the national forests, including timber, forage, 
minerals, recreation resources, and wildlife, water is the most important. 
More than half of all the irrigated land in the West is dependent on water 
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from the national forests. More than 1,500 western communities, some of them 
large cities, are dependent on the national forests for water. A great many 
more are partly dependent. 

In the East the forested watersheds are principally in private ownership. 
While these eastern forests do not usually occur in such large, unbroken areas 
as is common in the West, in the aggregate they are of great importance. 
For example, in the Pee Dee River watershed in Virginia, North Carolina, and 
South Carolina, 58 percent of the entire area is forested. In the Green River 
watershed in Kentucky and Tennessee, 33 percent is in forests. Forty-six per- 
cent of the watershed of the Little Tallahatchie in Mississippi is forested. 
The penalty for misuse of forested watersheds—both Hast and West—shows 
up in erosion, more sediment, higher flood peaks, and erratic stream flows. 

The importance of well-maintained forests in flood prevention, reduction of 
sedimentation, and the improvement of usable water yield has been recognized 
by the Congress for many years. This bill would encourage taking fuller advan- 
tage of the natural characteristics of well-handled forests. In watersheds 
that might receive treatment under this program, forests, croplands, and grass- 
lands would all be treated according to need and developed into well-functioning 
watersheds on an integrated basis. Such a balanced approach will aid the 
Nation, and the landowner in realizing the greatest long-term benefit from these 
resources of soil and water which are so basic to our individual and national 
security, welfare, and existence. 

The Department for many years has had a responsibility for good watershed 
management of forested lands. Some of the Department’s basic laws such as 
the National Forest Enabling Act of 1897, the Weeks Act of 1911, the Clarke- 
MeNary Act of 1924, and the McSweeney-McNary Forest Research Act of 1928 
were enacted in part because of the watershed values involved. Each of these 
acts recognizes the importance of good watershed management of forest lands. 

On privately owned forest land, the work of the Forest Service in fire protec- 
tion, planting and advising owners on better land management has developed 
largely through cooperators, mostly State foresters. The pattern of Federal-State 
cooperation is well established and any proposal for activities involving inainte- 
nance of forest cover should provide for full State participation. Some of these 
cooperators have discussed the bill with us. Those in the East are in general 
agreement with it. 

In the West, our cooperators include water districts, flood-prevention districts, 
and soil-conservation districts as well as State foresters. They think more in 
terms of the national forests and other public lands and their reaction to this 
bill has not been so clear-cut. A number of questions have been raised as to its 
application. One reason is because this bill would repeal the act of June 22, 1936, 
insofar as it confers authority upon the Department of Agriculture to undertake 
flood-prevention work in additional watersheds. It is natural that these western 
cooperators wish to make sure that this bill will meet their conditions better or at 
least as well as the act of 1936. 

One of the questions they have raised with us concerns the effect of the 250,000- 
acre limitation contained in section 2. In much of the West, due to conditions 
of rough terrain, low rainfall, large blocks of publicly owned lands, concentration 
of agriculture, industry, and population in irrigated valleys, and because of the 
topographical relationship of mountains to valleys, watershed programs must be 
considered in terms of larger units than the 250,000 acre small subwatershed. 
Many western watersheds are like large funnels, with the arable land, the people, 
and the privately owned land concentrated at the small or outlet end of the 
funnel. 

The Boise River watershed is typical of a number of western watersheds. This 
river drains 2.6 million acres, of which only 366,000 acres or approximately 14 
percent of the total watershed is in irrigated cultivated lands, primarily in the 
lower valley of the river. The rest of the watershed is in low, dry foothills or 
more humid mountains. Although there is a population of about 100,000 persons 
in the watershed, they are concentrated in the Boise Valley where 97 percent of 
them live, principally in urban areas. The upper watershed is largely unpopu- 
lated, and 63 percent is in the Boise National Forest. Watershed restoration is 
needed in both mountains and foothills. In the valley other works to facilitate 
land drainage, prevent erosion of irrigated lands, and protect against floodwaters 
are needed to complement the work done on the national forests in the mountains. 
In some cases it would be extremely difficult to get proper correlation of the work 
on the mountains and in the valley if the combined job were limited to an area 
of 250,000 acres or less. 
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The Department interprets the bill in its present form to be sufficiently flexible 
to cover situations like the Boise. Section 2 specifically says: “* * * A number 
of such watersheds when they are component parts of a larger watershed may be 
planned together when the local sponsoring organizations so desire.’ The De- 
partment noted the above provision in its report, and would have recommended a 
comparable clause had it not already been included. 

Another question concerns the amount of contribution the local sponsoring 
agency must make for works of improvement that will primarily benefit Federal 
land. In answer to this question we have referred to section 4 (2), which pro- 
vides that the sponsor shall “assume such proportionate share of the cost of 
installing any works of improvement involving Federal assistance as may be 
determined by the Secretary to be equitable in consideration of anticipated bene- 
fits from such improvements * * *.”. The Department construes this to mean 
that a local sponsoring agency will not be required to assume any part of the 
cost of installing, operating, or maintaining works of improvement on Federal 
land included in authorized watershed areas if substantially all of the benefits 
resulting from such works of improvement will accrue to the Federal land. So 
interpreted, the bill can be administered to permit an equitable cost sharing 
arrangement when Federal lands are the principal beneficiary of locally spon- 
sored watershed programs. 

It has been a privilege to appear before this committee and endorse S. 2549. 
If enacted, this bill should provide a workable grassroots approach for upstream 
flood prevention and related works of improvement on both forest and nonforest 
watersheds. 


Senator Hotianp. I would like to know whether or not his com- 
ment on the joinder of several of these 250,000 of several of these 
250,000-acre watershed areas so as to make several of them be handled 
as one, whether he means he understands by this that there are several 
local districts, each of which would have an area in a watershed of 
250,000 acres or less so that taken together they would have a combined 
watershed a great deal larger than that, and that authority would be 


given by this bill to construct a single structure or to join the con- 
struction of a single structure which would handle these structural 
improvements? 

Mr. McArpte. Senator Holland, were you referring to a dam, for 
example ? 

Senator Hotianp. Yes. 

Mr. McArpte. The bill as it now appears restricts the size of a dam 
so it would be a relatively small structure and must not contain more 
than 5,000 acre-feet. It is possible in these situations where two or 
more of these smaller watershed areas would be joined in such a way 
that one of these small dams would be the most effective way of 
handling some situations. 

I would assume that legislation would provide for that. I believe 
that those situations would be rather infrequent. 

Senator HotiaNnp. Is it your understanding of the proposal on that 
point that the limitation to 5,000 acre-feet capacity would apply to 
the combination of the areas which were included in the single 
watershed ? 

Mr. McArpte. Senator, I am going to refer that to our associate 
solicitor, Mr. Mynatt, because I think it is a legal point. 

Mr. Mynarrt. Senator, in my opinion, the limitation of the 5,000 
acre-feet to any single structure would apply regardless of whether 
there was a combination. 

Senator Hotianp. Even if there were 3 or 4 or 5 of the areas in- 
volved, neither of which would exceed 250,000 acres or about 500 
square miles, the limitation of the structure required not to exceed 
5,000 acre-feet total capacity would apply to the whole group of 
areas so joined together? 
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Mr. Mywnatr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hickennoorer. Is there a statement here of Mr. R. C. 
Longmeyer? I understand he would like to have a statement filed in 
the record. He is unable to appear. Perhaps it will come in 
tomorrow then. 

The next witness will be Mr. Matt Triggs, assistant legislative 


—e—s 


director of the American Farm Bureau Federation. 


STATEMENT OF MATT TRIGGS, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, AMERICAN 
FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Triecs. We have a short prepared statement, sir. My name 
is Matt Triggs, assistant legislative director for the American Farm 
Bureau Federation. 

The policy of the American Farm Bureau Federation on this sub- 
ject, adopted by the voting delegates of the member State farm 
bureaus at Chicago in December 1953, is set forth in the following 
excerpts from our resolution on natural resources: 


It is a responsibility of each generation to make wise use of our natural re- 
sources for themselves and future generations. ; 

It is our conviction that this can best be accomplished by emphasis upon indi- 
vidual activity and responsibility ; upon participation of local instruments of self- 
government including watershed, irrigation, soil conservation, and fire prevention 
districts ; and upon active participation of local units of government in resource 
development. State and Federal agencies should provide technical assistance 
and service on a cooperative basis. 

Both downstreams dams and upstream watershed treatment are needed tq 
minimize flood damage. Large sums of money are appropriated annually for 
the construction of large flood control dams and reservoirs. Relatively insig- 
nificant amounts are appropriated for improving the water-holding capacity of 
upstream watershed areas. We urge national policy to provide increased recog- 
nition of the contribution that small watershed projects and land treatment 
measures can make to the control of water runoff and reduction of flood volume. 
We recommend that not less than 50 percent of the cost of a watershed develop- 
ment program be provided by the local watershed district. We urge that State 
farm bureaus in cooperation with other local interests, take the initiative in 
enacting watershed district legislation and in promoting the development of 
watershed district programs. 

Pursuant to this policy the American Farm Bureau Federation 
supports the general principles and purposes of S. 2549 and particu- 
larly the concept of local control and responsibility incorporated in 
he bill. 

The following amendments are respectfully recommended to more 
effectively accomplish these purposes : 

1. In section 3 (3), line 16, page 8 of the bill it is recommended 
that the following additional proviso be added: 

Provided further, That non-Federal contributions shall be at least 50 percent 
of the total cost (not including operation and maintenance) of the project as 
estimated by the Secretary of the time the application is approved and pursuant 
to such regulations as the Secretary may prescribe, with appropriate adjust- 
ment in those instances where federally owned lands are included in the project. 

The purpose of this recommendation is to assure local responsibility 
and to prevent wasteful use of Federal funds. The best means of 
assuring that the projects carried out under the provisions of the 
bill will be sound is to provide for local sharing of the costs. This is 
in accordance with the intention of the bill; but it is believed the con- 
cept will be more firmly established if the Congress prescribes a more 
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specific formula for cost sharing. It is not believed this 50-percent 
requirement will represent any material handicap to successtul and 
expeditious accomplishment of the purposes of the act. It is signifi- 
cant that the 65 projects approved for fiscal 1954 as a pilot program 
all involve an acceptance by local interests of a responsibility for 
carrying more than half of the cost of the project 

It is recommended that section 4 (1) on line 22, page 3, be 
amended as follows: 


} 


(1) Aequire such land, easements, or rights-of-way as will be needed in con- 
nection with works of improvement installed with Federal assistance ; 


The present language could be interpreted to mean that the local 
organizations shall acquire and transfer easements and rights-of-way 
to the Federal Government. The revised wording 


y 
] 
i 
‘ 


is designed to 
clarify the fact that any property rights will be and will remain the 
prope rty of the local organization or of landowners in the district. 

3. It is recommended that an additional item 4 be added to section 
4 of the bill to read as follows (this is what is required of the local 
association) : 

(4) Acquire, or provide assurance that landowners have acquired, such water 
rights, pursuant to State law, as may be needed in the installation aud opera 
tion of the work of improvement. 

The purpose of this recommendation is to insure that before any 
project is constructed that the local organization will have complied 
with State water-right law. For example, in some States approval 
must be obtained from a specified State agency for the impounding 
of water above specified minimum amounts. 

4, That the third proviso of section 5 (beginning on line 

be revised to read: 
Provided further, That any such plan which affects land under the jurisdic 
tion of the Secretary of the Interior shall he submitted fo him for his views 
and recommendations at least 60 days prior te transmission of the plan to the 
Congress through the President. 

It is not apparent from reading this that what we have done is cut 
out a substantial amount of language in the bill. The effect of this 
proposed amendment is to eliminate the need for Interior Depart 
ment recommendations on projects involving sapescnanian irriga 
tion of private land and to eliminate the need for Army recommenda 
tions on projects involving floodwater detention structures. Our rea- 
sons for so recommending are as follows: 

(1) In most States the Department of the Interior and in many 
States the Army engineers do not have offices or staff experienced or 
trained in this type of program. 

(2) Projects involving any significant amount of irrigation cannot 
be constructed under the provisions of this act anyhow because of the 
restriction in section 4 (2). In those instances where the local organi- 
zation does desire to undertake reclamation or irrigation features they 
must rely on other sources for funds—so there is no call for another 
Federal agency getting involved. 

(3) Any flood-detention structure constructed under the act is going 
to be so small as not to be a significant part of the Army Engineers? 
flood-control program. 

(4) It would appear to be quite in order to leave the question of 
interagency consultation within the discretion of the Secretary of 
Agr iculture, and this is provided for in section 6 of the bill. 
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(5) The history of Agriculture-Army coordination on water- 
development programs is not such as to warrant confidence in such 
interagency coordination. In House Committee Print 22 (1952) of 
the House Committee on Public Works it is reported: 

However, in the controversy, discussed in this report, between the Soil Con- 
servation Service and the Department of Agriculture on the one hand and the 
Corps of Engineers of the Army on the other, both parties are deserving of high 
censure for their uncompromising attitudes and actions which have unduly 
alarmed and confused the residents of many areas and have wastefully delayed 
efficient and economic prosecution of important programs. Both upstream and 
downstream works have their place in a balanced conservation program. The 
present disgraceful conflict must be stopped and personnel willing and able to 
bring the two programs into harmony and to deal forthrightly with the commit- 
tees of Congress must be placed in the responsible positions at all levels of both 
organizations. 

(6) When the Congress directs interagency cooperation this in- 
volves staff, personnel, offices, surveys, field trips, investigations, et 
cetera, by each agency involved. This is costly and in most cases 
unnecessary. If the Secretar y of Agriculture is permitted discretion- 
ary authority in this respect, only such duplication as is warranted 
under the particular conditions existing in a specific case is necessary. 

5. It is recommended that section 5 of the bill be amended by amend- 

ing the language beginning after the comma on line 19, to read as 
follows: 
* * * the Secretary is authorized to assist such local organizations in develop- 
ing specifications, in preparing contracts for construction, and to otherwise aid 
the local organization to undertake the works of improvement pursuant to the 
agreement between the Secretary and the local organization under the provisions 
of section 3 of this act: Provided, * * *. 

Senator Hotzanp. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question there? 
Does that mean that the actual construction then would be handled 
by the local agency ? 

Mr. Triees. This is the purpose of the recommendation, yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. What has been the history of the executive proj- 
ects with which the Department has received it up to now ? 

Mr. Trices. I can only repeat from hearsay on that, sir. 

Senator Horianp. Has that been handled by the Department ? 

Mr. Tries. Both ways. 

Senator Hotianp. Is there any sound bi sais for comparison between 
the results obts pe by the ne different ways? 

Mr. Trices. I do not believe there is. Not that I know of anyway. 
The purpose of this recommendation is to establish the prince iple that 
the ‘6 al organization is to have the responsibility for constructing the 
works of improvement. It is suggested that this is essential to carry 
out the stated purpose of the bill that the “Federal Government should 
cooperate with * * * local public agencies * * *.” 

The bill provides that the Federal Government shall make the sur- 
verys and investigations and to approve the project. If it is further 
provided that the Federal Government is to undertake the respon- 
sibility for construction, the concept of local responsibility and control, 
which as we understand it is a major purpose of the bill, is diluted 
pretty thin. 

Senator Hotzianp. In other words, the point is that in spite of all 
the recitals, the Federal Government has control of everything until 
the structure is completed and turned over for operation and 
maintenance ? 





oh st Ae eer 


“a 


Talat nav dP net ann aol 


er 


SOIL CONSERVATION AND FLOOD PREVENTION PROJECTS 41 


Mr. Trices. That is a present possibility under the program. I am 
not suggesting that it would necessarily be administered that way. 

6. In section 6, on line 23, of page 5, it is recommended the follow- 
ing sentence be added, and this gets at the problem Senator Mundt 
raised and other Senators discussed : 

In States in which the State legislature has designated a State agency to 
assume responsibility for planning or promoting programs of the type provided 
for in this Act the Secretary is authorized to enter into cooperative agreements 
with such agency to further the accomplishment of the objectives of this Act. 

This additional sentence would establish congressional intent to 
avoid bypassing State governments in those instances where State 
governments are or may be able and willing to undertake a respon- 
sibility in this field. Our recommendation in this respect is based 
upon a firm belief in the importance of maintaining strong, inde- 
pendent, and responsible State governments. One of the ways of 
doing this is to avoid preemption of authority by the Federal Gov- 
ernment; to leave provisions in national legislation which will permit 
State governments to enter into partnership with the Federal Gov- 
ernment in carrying on governmental functions. The preamble to 
the bill states that its purpose is to provide for cooperation of the 
Federal Government with the States in carrying out a water-resource 
program, but the basis for such cooperation is not provided in the 
bill itself. 

7. In view of the fact that this act will be discussed at many meet- 
ings and will be the subject of much correspondence, it would appear 
desirable from the standpoint of convenience and clarity to give it a 
name. Perhaps the name “Watershed Protection Act” would best 
describe the purposes of the bill. 

Your consideration of these suggested amendments will be appre- 
ciated. In our study of this matter, out of which these recommenda- 
tions have arisen, we have been guided by the conviction that the com- 
mittee is here considering an approach to soil and water management 
of tremendous long-run significance and that every feasible means to 
improve the basic legislation should be carefully studied and consid- 
ered to the end that the basic objectives of the bill may be most. effec- 
tively accomplished. 

Senator Hickentoorer. Thank you very much, Mr. Triggs. Do 
you have some questions, Senator Holland? 

Senator Hotianp. I note this suggested amendment to require that 
not less than 50 percent of the cost be borne by the local agency, which 
is in accord with the recommendation of the organization which you 
represent. 

Mr. Trices. Yes. 

Senator Hotianp. Assuming that that is a good recommendation 
for the average case, how would that apply in the case where much of 
the land involved is owned by the Federal Government, say forest 
lands and grazing lands? 

Mr. Trias. That is why we had to put on this last phrase, which 
we did not partic ularly like to put in: 
with appropriate adjustment in those instances where federally owned lands 
are included in the project. 

I do not think you can make it more specific than that because in 
some cases the construction might actually be on Federal land, but 
a hundred percent of the benefit : might accrue to local individuals. 
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In other cases, the work might be primarily on private land, and 
yet the Federal Government lands would benefit. 

Senator Hotzianp. Is this a fair statement of the meaning of that 
amendment: That what you have in mind is that not less than 50 per- 
cent of the cost of that portion of the structure which produces bene- 
fits on privately owned land shall be met by the local organization 
which represents the private landowners? 

Mr. Trica G. » a es, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hicken Looper. Thank you very much, Mr. Triggs. Thank 
you for your suggestions. 1 

Senator Hotitanp. One more question: I note that the amendment 
which provides for the bringing into the picture of the State agency 
provided that State agencies be set up by the State legislature to 
function in this particular field—what provision, if any, would you 
have under that amendment for the inclusion of reference to the gov- 
ernor in the event no such State agency had been created ? 

Mr. Trices. This goes a little further than we specifically recom- 


mended, but I am sure that I could speak for our board of directors 
in stating that they would think this would be a desirable thing. This 
would in effect almost compel the State agency and the governor to 


set up some kind of State agency to undert: ake » the responsibility in 
this field. Otherwise he would have no basis for approving it. 

Senator Hortanp. In other words, you mean, then, to eliminate the 
governor in the event the legislation had not set up a speci al State 
agency ¢ 

Mr. Triacs. No; we just did not recommend on this point. I am 
sure I can say this: We would think the idea of approval by the gov 
ernor would be a desirable thing. 

Senator Hoiianp. In the event no special State agency has been set 
up by the legislature of the State and by the State organization to deal 
with the responsibilities in this field, you feel that in that case the mat- 
ter should be subr =mAKy to the governor ¢ 

Mr. TRIGGs. Yes, Ss 

Senator Hic KENLOOPER. Thank ea very much, Mr. Triggs. We 
have 7 more witnesses, possibly 8. The Senate is now in session. 
Manifestly we cannot get through with all of these today. Are there 
any witnesses here who cannot be here tomorrow and would care to 
file a statement at this time with any short amplifying explanation? 
Are there any witnesses here who would prefer to file their state- 
ments at this time for the record? We do not want to cut anyone down 
nor restrict anyone on their statements or any interrogations. 


STATEMENT OF LOWELL BESLEY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND 
FORESTER, AMERICAN FORESTRY ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Brstey. Mr. Chairman, I will be glad to file my statement. We 
are very much in favor of the bill. 

Senator HickenLooper. We do not wont to restrict you, Mr. Besley. 
If you would be glad to do that, it would get your testimony in the 
record. 

Mr. Brstry. I will be glad to do that. 
Senator Hickentoorer- Your statement will be received and filed 
this point and we note your general approval of this legislation in 
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your statement. If there is anything else you would like to say at this 
time we would be glad to hear it. We will receive Mr. Beasley’s state- 
ment and file it here. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT FILED BY LOWELL BESLEY, EXxecurTiIve DIREcTOR AND FORESTER, 
AMERICAN FORESTRY ASSOCIATION 


My name is Lowell Besley. My home is Washington, D. C. I am the execu- 
tive director and forester of the American Forestry Association, and I appear 
here as its representative. The association is a nonprofit, nonpolitical organiza 
tion of more than 25,000 members which over a period of 78 years has worked for 
the advancement and intelligent management and use of the country’s forests 
and their related resources. Our association believes that the goal of national 
policy is the maximum contribution from forest lands to the American economy 
and to the health and spiritual well-being of its people. It believes that every 
effort should be made to obtain the maximum of economic and social services 
from our forests by realistic application of the principle of multiple use in their 
management. Although this should include all forest uses and services, great 
weight must be given to national requirements in conservation of water and 
in control of erosion. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to submit for the reference of the committee 
a copy of the Proceedings of the Fourth American Forest Congress, held in Wash- 
ington, D. C., on October 29, 50, and 31, 1953, under the sponsorship of the Amer- 
ican Forestry Association. In preparation for this congress the association 
called together at Higgins Lake, Mich., in June 1953, about three dozen outstand- 
ing conservation leaders from all over the country to draw up a proposed program 
for American forestry upon which the discussions of the forest congress could 
be based. This program was published in the August 1953 issue of our monthly 
magazine, American Forests, and is reproduced in full on pages 5-21 of the 
proceedings which | am subinitting. With your permission I should like to quote 
from page 18 of that program which has to do with the conservation of water. 

“The conservation of water has become a problem of nationwide importance 
and concern. Great sums are being expended yearly by public and private 
agencies to protect watersheds or to prevent soil erosion caused by uncontrolled 
runoff of water. The acuteness of the situation is emphasized by the increasing 
numbers of urban and rural areas seriously threatened by shortages of water 
for domestic, industrial, or agricultural uses.” The program then went on to 
give several recommendations, among which is the following: “Public agencies 
should provide for coordination of planning and application of watershed-man- 
agement and flood-prevention measures on upstream forests, agricultural and 
range lands with the construction of downstream flood-control and waterpower 
development projects.” 

The American Forestry Association has long stood for the cooperative approach 
in the application of conservation. It firmly believes in close coordination be 
tween Federal, State, and local communities and with public and private groups 
as the best means of working out our conservation programs. 

A careful study of S. 2549, a bill to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to 
cooperate with States and local agencies in the planning and improvement for 
soil conservation and for other purposes, indicates that this is a measure to 
further the conservation of water and the prevention of soil erosion and floods 
by concentrating on improvement of the small upstream watersheds which are 
so critical and that it does so in a way which happily combines maximum local 
initiative, contributions, and participation with sorely needed Federal assist 
ance. The American Forestry Association, therefore, believes, that this bill has 
a highly desirable and much-needed objective and that it provides a sound and 
workable mechanism for attaining this objective. Our association strongly 
endorses S. 2549 and recommends its enactment by the Congress. 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 


Mr. Gurermutn. I have a very brief statement that I may as well 
file for the record. We are wholeheartedly in favor of this legisla- 
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tion, and there will probably be no reason for me to take any time of 
the committee. 

Senator Hicken.oorer. All right, Mr. Gutermuth. We will re- 
ceive your statement and it will be filed at this point in the record 
and we note your approval of the legislation. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT FILED By C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
INSTITUTE 


My name is C. R. Gutermuth. I am vice president of the Wildlife Management 
Institute, a private, nonprofit organization dedicated to the improved management 
and restoration of renewable natural resources in the public interest. 

For many years the conservationists of this country have been urging the 
adoption of a truly balanced approach on a watershed basis to the closely related 
problems of soil erosition and flood prevention. We have felt, with justification, 
that past Federal planners in these fields too often have hitched their cart to the 
wrong end of their horse. In planning and appropriations, we have seen — 
shed protection relegated to a minor role in favor of the construction of huge 
downstream dams whose admitted function is to trap excess runoff only after 
it has accumulated to dangerous proportions. 

Under the concept of multiple purpose in Federal dam construction, flood 
control has been used as an excuse to gain for favored communities federally 
subsidized power and irrigation. Often the major flood control features have 
been lost between the writing of the authorization bill and the pouring of the 
concrete. Many such dams, built basically or in part for flood control, have 
become silt traps, the reservoirs behind them gradually filling with irreplaceable 
topsoil from the upstream farms after every rain. 

We believe that the enactment of S. 2549 would go far toward correcting the 
abuses touched upon above and toward giving the United States a really sound 
approach to flood prevention. Time after time, the fallacies of past policies have 
been brought forcibly home to us in the form of disastrous floods, even on streams 
where the Government has built flood-control dams. The value of the approach 
advocated by the authors of S. 2549, on the other hand, has been proved con- 
clusively in the watersheds of the Washita and other streams treated experi- 
mentally by the Department of Agriculture. If a flood is to be checked it must 
be stopped at its source—on the watershed, rather than on the main stem of 
the river. 

Treatment of the watershed as a unit, as envisioned under S. 2549, will reduce 
the need for costly structures on the main streams and their major tributaries, 
and serve to prolong the useful life of such reservoirs as may be needed for 
supplementary flood control and other essential uses. The injection of local and 
State as well as Federal responsibilities into the bill is excellent and will help 
to insure practical and economical consideration of specific problems. 

The Wildlife Management Institute wishes to endorse the principles and con- 
cepts embodied in S. 2549 and is grateful to this committee for giving it this 
opportunity to go on record in favor of the bill in question. We hope the com- 
mittee will report favorably on S. 2549. We believe its enactment would be a 
major step toward the improved use and preservation of priceless soil and water 
resources. 

Thanks. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. CALLISON, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Caxuison. I also will file my statement for the record with your 
permission, and just state here that the National Wildlife Federation 
also is very much in favor of this legislation. We think it is sound and 
practical and progressive and very much in the public interest. 

Senator Hicken.Loorer. Thank you very much, Mr. Callison. We 
will receive your statement. It will be printed in the record and we 
note your approval. These statements will, of course, all be reviewed. 
There may be occasions when members of the committee might want 
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to interrogate a witness a little in amplification of some things, but 
we can pick that up later if it is desirable. Your statement will be 
received. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT FILED BY CHARLES H. CALLISON, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


JANUARY 14, 1954. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the National Wildlife Federation 
is an association of State wildlife federations and sportsmen’s leagues and their 
member local clubs, representing a total membership of some 3 million persons. 
Recognizing that wildlife, no less than domestic livestock and human life itself, 
is dependent upon fertile soil and wise use of the land, the federation, since its 
organization in 1936, has been keenly and actively interested in soil conservation. 

Likewise, we have been keenly and actively interested in water conservation 
and water management, recognizing water as another of the basic resources upon 
which the welfare of our Nation and life itself depend. 

We have prepared and distributed on a national basis much educational litera- 
ture, the purpose of which was to create public understanding of the problems 
of soils and water management and general public support for conservation 
programs. Two examples of this literature currently distributed are attached 
to our prepared statement. One is a reprint from Capper’s Farmer magazine 
entitled “You Can’t Squeeze a Watershed Into a County.” This article, written 
by Editor Raymond A. McConnell, Jr., of the Lincoln (Nebr.) Journal, has 
particular pertinence in connection with the matter now before this committee. 
It is indicative of the trend of public thinking regarding the watershed approach 
to flood prevention and soil conservation. 

The other exhibit is a bulletin prepared by our own staff entitled “A Desert 
in Your Own Backyard.” I ask that these materials be made a part of the 
record of this hearing. 

As a result of long experience with, and study of, flood problems and the fiood- 
control programs of the Federal Government, the National Wildlife Federation 
has become convinced that the only sound approach to the flood problem is 
through soil conservation and water runoff control practices applied on a water- 
shed basis, and beginning on the uplands where the rains fall and floods 
commence. 

Former Federal flood policies have hitched the cart before the horse, trying 
to contain the floods by mainstream engineering after the overflows already 
become a roaring, destructive fact. This is treating the symptoms rather than 
the cause; like trying to cure a tuberculosis patient by feeding him cough syrup 
and rubbing rouge on his cheeks. 

We are further convinced that the only practical way to accomplish the neces- 
sary land treatment and runoff control in the headwaters is through the small 
watershed association or local conservancy district. The great merit of S. 2549 
is that it encourages and implements the small watershed program. This is 
real, grassroots conservation. Incidentally, and in the literal sense, grass roots 
have a great deal to do with the insoak of rainfall and the prevention of damaging 
floods. 

The National Wildlife Federation was greatly pleased to see the Congress last 
year appropriate $5 million to begin a pilot plant watershed program to demon- 
strate the effectiveness of the upstream approach. We called this modest but 
pioneering appropriation the major conservation achievement of the 1st session 
of the 83d Congress. Now by passing 8. 2549, this Congress can assure its place 
in conservation history. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe this proposed legislation is sound, practical, progres- 
sive and completely in the public interest. We hope the committee will report it 
promptly to the Senate. 

(The documents referred to above are on file with the committee.) 

Senator Hickentoorer. We are not insisting that anyone file a 
statement and not appear as a witness for interrogation. That is 
entirely up to the witness. So we are not attempting to force this. 
We probably will have to have a meeting tomorrow because there are 
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a couple of witneses that will not be available until tomorrow, so 
we are not attempting to urge anyone to file these statements with- 
out appearing for interrogation. 


STATEMENT OF MICHAEL HUDOBA, WASHINGTON EDITOR, SPORTS 
AFIELD MAGAZINE 


Mr. Hupowa. Mr. Chairman, I had requested to make a statement. 
[ am Michael Hudoba. I am Washington editor of Sports Afield 
magazine. I want to express our strong support of the purpose and 
objective of this legislation. We think it is one of the most impor- 
tant long-range proposals that will come before this session of Con- 
cress, As conservation director of the Outdoor Writers’ Association, 
I also wish to express the endorsement of the Outdoor Writers’ Asso- 
ciation for the purpose and objective of this legislation. 

Senator Hickenioorer. Do you know Les Tuttle ? 

Mr. Hupopa. Well. He is one of our valuable members. 

Senator HickENLoopErR. I went hunting with him about 3 weeks 
ago. 

Mr. Huposa. May I ask your success 4 

Senator HickeNLooper. We were successful. 

Mr. Hupora. Congratulations. As a life member of the Isaak 
Walton League of America, I wish to eall attention to the statement 
the league has sent in endorsement and support of this proposed 
legislat ion, Thank you very much. 

Senator Hicken.Loorrer. Thank you very much, Mr. Hudoba. You 
represent one of my favorite magazines. I read it from cover to 
cover and enjoy it very much. We are glad to have your statement. 
It will be filed here and we are glad to note your general agreement, 
as I understand it, with this legislation. 

Mr. Hupopa. Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Hickentoorer. This will leave the testimony of Dr. J. T. 
Sanders, legislative counsel of the National Grange, W. E. Welch, 
secretary-manager of the National Reclamation Association, and a 
statement of Mr. Longmeyer, which I understand is to be filed in 
any event because of his inability to be here, and Senator Mike Mon- 
roney, of Oklahoma, has expressed a desire to appear. I do not know 
whether he wants to testify or do some interrogating. 

With that understanding, the meeting will stand adjourned until 
tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock in this room. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m. the committee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10a. m., Friday, January 15, 1953.) 
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FRIDAY, JANUARY 15, 1954 


UNITED STATES SENATE. 
COMMITTEER ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY. 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:05 a. m., in 
room 324, Senate Office Building, Senator George D. Aiken, chair- 
man, presiding. 
Present: Senators Aiken, presiding, Young, Thye, Schoeppel, El] 
lender, Hoey and Holland. Ot 
The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order. We will con 
tinue with our hearing on S. 2549, as we did not have time to complete 
it yesterday. The first witness this morning is Dr. J. T. Sanders, 
legislative counsel of the National Grange. Dr. Sanders. 


STATEMENT OF DR. J. T. SANDERS, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
NATIONAL GRANGE 


Dr. Sanpers. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee: Senator 
Aiken, I have Written a rather brief statement. I can summarize it, 
if you would like for me to do so, rather than to read it, but I be 
lieve it would be preferable to read it. 

The CHaAirMAN. Sometimes it takes less time to read a statement 
than it does to summarize it, we have found. 

Dr. SANDERs. I believe it woul Lin my case, LOO. 

The CHatrMan. All right, go ahead. 


Dr. Sanvers. The National Grange is pleased to appear nee fore the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture in favor of S. 2549 becaus » be 
lieve it is a constructive step toward a sound soil conservation alan 
Although the provision of this bill would apply only to small wate 


sheds, there is an a in the bill that would prevent a proper coordi 

nation of the work of the Department of Agriculture authorized in 
S. 2549 with other watershed improvement work done by the De 

partment of Interior and the Corps of Engineers and by State con 
servation agencies. There are a few minor revisions we would like to 
suggest after presenting our views on the aan involved in the 
bill. 

S. 2549 is primarily a farm conservation measure. For many years 
there has been a great need for more clear-cut authority for the De 
partment of Agriculture to do conservation work on farms in such a 
manner that not only the farm gone etaes needs can be considered 
but the watershed needs also. S. 2549 fills the bill well for this new 
sail aed aod ereaton ea tee Pivaastaeels 

47 








48 SOIL CONSERVATION AND FLOOD PREVENTION PROJECTS 


Lack of speed and ins udequacy in conservation, it seems to me, ar ises 
out of a misconception of who is benefited and how much or how ex- 
tensive conservation benefits are. We have thought or acted too much 
as though the farm owner is the only significant beneficiary; that 
present and not future benefits are the principal returns from conser- 
vation. Often current benefits accrue from conservation to property 
off the land to a greater extent than to the farm, although in most cases 
this is not true. 

Soil and water conservation is today one of our most urgent agri- 
cultural and national domestic problems. For the past several years 
we have become especially aware of its importance and have spent a 
great deal of work and thought on it, much of it in an ineffective and 
wasteful way. In recent years we have realized that as a Nation we 
have arrived at a stage where we must have a much more comprehen- 
sive, more coordinated, and greatly accelerated program. 

Since future benefits from conservation are always far greater than 
current returns from it, since offsite benefits are nearly alw: Lys under- 
appraised or entirely overlooked, we have greatly underestimated or 
ignored public benefits. Both benefits in the distant future and off- 
site benefits are of predominantly public concern and interest. The 
individual always places a heavy discount on future values; but no 
nation can afford to discount future values too heavily. The neglect 
of the public concern in conservation work on farmland has, therefore, 
been the principal reason we have not made sounder or more adequate 
progress on conservation. I am not implying that we have given the 
proper consideration to the private aspects of conservation. We have 
done a poor job of getting facts across to the land operator and owner 
on how important conservation is to his present and future welfare. 

A proper development of land, water, power, recreation, mineral, 
and wildlife resources on a given farm as well as on an extensive or 
small watershed, can be planned adequately only if there is a co- 
ordinated planning and development from the tips of all streamlet 
areas to the mouth of the biggest river draining the entire watershed 
into the ocean. This does not mean that such an overall watershed area 
cannot logically be broken down into subdrainage, or soil conservation 
districts, for purposes of sound detailed planning, development, and 
administration; but it does mean that no planning can be sound and 
complete until plans for such subdrainage areas are coordinated with 
the overall plan for the maximum extent of oe drainage area, or the 
overall watershed. 

Not only must the upstream planning and improvement be coordin- 
ated with the downstream needs and plans, but downstream water- 
shed improvement must be coordinated and planned to dovetail into 
sound upstream conservation measures. It is absurd to build a dam 
below an area that will pour so much silt into the reservoir that its 
life is shortened to a fraction of its potential usefulness, if this silta- 
tion were ps 500m Yet this is what we are doing and have done 
al over the Nation. Also it is absurd to build a dam far more ex- 
pensively than necessary in order to take excessive siltation in order to 
thus extend the life of the reservoir, when the sound method of extend- 
ing the life of the reservoir is to stop the upstream erosion, and the 
siltation of the reservoir. 

The reason for this necessity of coordinated planning of watersheds 
is obvious. No resources development is justified unless ultimately it 
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yields to society as a whole, and to individuals, more benefits than it 
costs, with proper evaluation and discounts of all future as well as 
current benefits and costs. But the totality of benefits derived from 
a terrace, a check dam or any other water and soil conserving measure 
in the tiniest upstream area, can be evaluated only by an evalution of 
the sum of the infiinitesimal effects of these upstream measures in 
reducing and retarding the movement of water and silt in every af- 
fected part of the watershed below the farm. 5 

A direct corollary of this truth is that the costs of soil and water 
development measures on a farm cannot be equitably charged up 
entirely to the farmer on whose farm the conservation work is done. 
Nor can an equitable proportioning of these costs be made between 
private and public beneficiaries, unless the proportions of all benefit 
both on and off the farm are accounted for and used as a basis for 
allocating the costs between the farmer, other benefited properties, 
or the general public. This is a most complex and tedious job. It is 
a task that requires not only the skill of the soil scientist but that of 
engineers, hydrologists, reclamation forests and siltation experts, econ- 
omists, and, in fact, almost every conceivable occupation dealing with 
the natural, economic, and social problems of land and water uses. 

An undeveloped dam site may remain unimpaired for decades and 
even centuries and society would thus lose only the passing, but not 
future, potential benefits. On the other hand, fertile soil allowed to 
wash into the ocean is nonrecoverable. Thus when soil and water 
conservation is needed, and is wanting, we lose not only the passing 
use of these resources, but, far more important, we lose future uses of 
them also. This is why farm conservation is of paramount public 
interest. We are reasonably certain, therefore, that wise statesman- 
ship would require priority of upstream development, rather than the 
contrary. This is strong reason for passage of S. 2549. This truth, 
however, does not lessen one whit the sobering fact that an overall 
and complete planning and development of a maximum size water- 
shed is urgently essential for the greatest economy and welfare of a 
watershed and of the Nation. 

We, as a Nation, should take more seriously the need for overall 
planning and development of watersheds, and I mean major water- 
sheds as well as minor in that case. We have not recognized the fact 
that piecemeal parts of watershed cannot be planned and developed 
soundly. Also, Congress has not given due consideration to the fact 
that haphazard planning and development is very wasteful of both 
private and public funds, especially the latter. 

We doubt, however, that a knowledge of all needed plans of devel- 
opment on the lower stretches would radically change the type of 
conservation measures needed in the upper stretches. Toa far greater 
extent, however, development on the lower reaches of a watershed 
relies on what is done to develop the upper reaches than is true of 
the reverse. 

Since the Congress has as yet not taken the proper cognizance of 
the need of unified development, and since such measures as large 
unprotected reservoirs on the main stem of such major streams as the 
Missouri have been pushed far ahead of sound upstream conservation, 
we believe that those in charge of agricultural welfare in the Congress 
should give serious consideration to ways and means of giving the 
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needed impetus to upstream conservation in order that we may have 
a proper balance between upstream and downstream improvement. 

The National Grange at its annual session last November in Bur- 
lington, Vt., passed the following resolution, which we believe backs 
up S. 2549: 

The Grange has continually urged that our national water-conservation and 
flood-control program place greater emphasis upon holding water where it falls 
on the land rather than placing reliance upon huge river reservoirs. This in- 
volves more adequate watershed protection, reforestation and regrassing of up 
stream areas, adequate control of runoff on farms, and the construction of 
small upstream and drainage area reservoirs. We favor a rapid expansion of 
pilot flood-control programs now being carried out by the Department of Agri- 
culture, and recommend that States and localities develop means of cooperating 
in, or carrying on, related watershed protection programs. We recommend 
that Government credit be provided for this purpose where needed. 

An established national policy governing agricultural land and water re- 
sources is necessary to prevent exhaustion of these vital resources and the 
consequent endangering of the national security of the physical. and economic 
well-being of the American people 

Before taking up in detail the problem of giving proper impetus 
to farm conservation, I would like to bring to you briefly our view 
on how balanced conservation work can be carried out, that is, the 
administrative requirement of sound watershed development. 

In the first place, it is obvious that we believe unified planning and 
deve lopme nt of m: jor watershed or drainage areas is necessary. Pos- 
sibly there would be as many as 20 such major areas if the Nation 
were blanketed with them. Some of the would be areas of several 
smuller separate streams with reasonably homogeneous conservation 
problems, such as a number of streams of Texas flowing into the 
Texas portion of the gulf, not including the Rio Grande. 

If the Nation were blanketed with such major administrative units 
and if they were independent bureaus such as is TVA, with the au 
thority to hire both their administrative and technical or professional 
staffs, if each were independent in the receipt and expenditures of their 
appropriations, such a watershed development system could become 
a powerful and dangerous bureaucracy or combination of bureaucracies 
that would make the Rivers and Harbors Congress look puny as a 
lobby group. Such a bureaucracy would have large independent staffs 
located in or near every Congressman’s or Senator’s district or State. 
In spite of all civil-service efforts to the contrary, much of this original 
staffing would become patronage. 

No Congressman or Senator could stand up safely against his own 
watershed demands; and for trading purposes it would soon become 
necessary for him to tread lightly on the requests of the watersheds 
of other Congressmen and Senators. Furthermore, such watershed 
administrations staffed independently would, in time, tend to destroy 
national policies and programs of forestry reclamation, soil and water 
conservation, wildlife, and other national resources programs and 
policies. The national policies of these agencies would be broken up 
into as many policies as we had major watershed administrations. 
We would soon have 19 or 20 such sets of policies, and not only would 
this system endanger Federal resources policies, but since it would 
cross over State lines, it wouk l, in time, dominate and greatly inter- 
fere with State and local resources development programs. — 

As commendable as has been the physical work of TVA in gen- 
eral, the National Grange cannot support a duplication of the inde- 
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pendent bureau status of TVA on all other major watersheds. We 
believe an overall watershed administration that can unify and 
ordinate planning and development, that can avoid independent 
bureaucratic staffing, that can preserve Federal, State, local, and 
individual resources, interests, and programs can and should be 
developed. 

We believe it is fear of the power of duplicated TVA bureaucracies 
that has caused Congress to shy off of the necessary problem of pro- 
viding for unified watershed planning, development and administra 
tion. Obviously we cannot undertake to present in detail a sound 
major watershed program in this appearance. It would be out of 
place to do so in necessary detail. But it is important to give you an 
outline of the essentials of our policy 

Senator, I have a more cet: tiled paper outlining what I think a 
major watershed administration should prec for. If you would 
like to have it a part of the record, I will be glad to file a copy with 
you and give a copy to each of the me saben rs of your committee. 

The CHatrman. We would be very glad to have it anyway for the 
members of the Committee, if it is not too long. 

Dr. SANDERS. It isa little bit longer than this paper, but. it deals 
specifically with the problem. 

The CHaArrRMAN. I think it might be advisable to submit it, because 
what we are considering primarily in this bill, you see, is the establish 
ment of an overall national policy that water should be conserved as 
near as possible where it lands on the ground. This bill deals primarily 
with the private operations of land. Next Wednesday or Thursday we 
have scheduled for hearing a bill which deals with publicly owned 
Jand under the administration of the Forest Service. So we fit those 
things all together and the Chair thinks that your program might be 
helpful, even though it does not apply particularly to this upstream 
watershed conservation. 

Dr. SANDERs. It complements this program 

The Cuarrman. If it complements it, we will no doubt find it very 
useful and we will be glad to insert it in the record at this point. 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT FILED By Dr. J. T. SANDERS, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
THE NATIONAL GRANGI 


(These statements are personal views and do not necessarily represent the 
official views of the National Grange. ) 

Some months ago a nationally known magazine carried an article on the 
proposed CVA stating that such authorities would in time, if passed as proposed, 
and if set up in sufficient number to blanket the nation, ‘dest vy the major func 
tions of State governments. I believe such a danger does lurk in these proposed 
powerful full-time three-man boards, which would operate with large Federal 
appropriations, would employ large technical and professional staffs which 
means great patronage opportunities, and which would be clothed with vast 
powers to develop and operate land, water, forest, power, and other natural 
resources. 

But this is not the total extent of the danger in such powerful independent 
authorities. If they blanketed all our major drainage areas, they would in time 
be equally dangerous to our Federal Government and to most of our Federal 
resources agencies. These authorities, if widespread, I believe could in time 
easily destroy and replace the national policies and functions of the Soil Con 
servation Service, the Reclamation Service, the Forest Service, the Federal 
Power Commission and the flood-control functions of the Corps of Engineers. 

If such powerful independent bureaus were to cover the Nation geographically 
and were to build up their own technical and professional staffs, few Congress 
men or Senators or combinations of them would dare stand out in opposition 
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to these authorities, since loss of too much patronage would be involved. The 
combined logrolling and patronage power of such widespread watershed authori- 
ties would dwarf past river and harbor logrolling. They would form for the 
first time in our history the first complete geographical coverage area for 
national political patronage. 

This is no scarce talk, no mere journalistic flight. Yet despite this fact of grave 
danger inherent in watershed authorities, the establishment of authorities on all 
major watersheds seems inevitable in the not too distant future. It’s incouceiv- 
able that we shall continue to waste great amounts of public funds in unsound 
resources planning and development as we are now doing in the Missouri and 
other watersheds. 

No part of the Nation, urban or rural, can avoid any longer realizing their 
own Vital interest in water and soil conservation. Note the universally recognized 
fact of a lowering of water tables all over the land; the serious predicament of 
the city of New York in the matter of water supplies a few years back; the 
obvious inexcusable erosion of land in all sections with enormous silting and 
flood damages in countless urban and navigation areas; the nationwide con- 
tamination of streams, and the recent pressure against our available supplies 
of electricity in nearly all parts of the country. These and many more such 
warnings we can’t continue to ignore. 

Essentially we must devise ways with which watershed boards can coordinate 
the efforts of all Federal, State, and local resources agencies without replacing 
or destroying the functions of these agencies; and we must do this without 
building huge patronage dispensing agencies out of these watershed boards. 

Such authorities or watershed boards must also be amendable to necessary 
State and local interests in the basin under these jurisdiction, and must not be 
a means of great centralization of power in Washington. They cannot safely 
be set up as powerful independent bureaus of the Federal Government as is the 
TVA or as would be the currently proposed CVA. 

The purpose of this discussion is to show that sound unified planning and 
development of resources over extensive watersheds can be accomplished with- 
out impairing our free-enterprise economy and our sound balance of powers 
between State and Federal Governments; that these can be done with the full 
coordinated use of present personnel in all interested State and national 
resources agencies; and that it can be accomplished without building up strong 
bureaucratic organizations on each of the major watersheds. 


WATERSHED PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT IS BOTH A PRIVATE AND PUBLIC 
RESPONSIBILITY 


The sound permanent conservation and use of all land, water, power, and 
mineral resources on an extensive watershed is such a complex problem, involves 
so many public and private interests, and extends over such a long period, that 
only public endeavor can direct the job. 

Potential uses of water resources are often entirely beyond the individual’s 
power to develop. Downstream land-use difficulties caused by upstream misuse 
of land are, without Government aid, entirely beyond remedy by the downstream 
landowner and user, and the upstream users have no direct interest in the 
effects of upstream measures in lower reaches of the stream. 

Any use of farm or other land on the upper stretches or reaches of a watershed 
which permits destructive runoff and erosion is not only unwise for its owner 
but, as a rule, impairs the use and value of land and the water in the watershed 
many miles below the area of misuse. Likewise, the unwise use of private or 
public lands subject to erosion by winds may cause its blowing in such a way as 
to do serious damage not only to the blowing land but to adjacent or even distant 
land. Pollution of streams is of vital private and public concern to the whole 
watershed. Wildlife also is influenced by watershed development. Thus, land 
and water utilization, planning and development becomes a problem of use, not 
only in the interest of the operator and owners of the land, but in the interest of 
all who reside on the watershed, and in a broad sense the general social interest. 

Slightly over one-half of 1 billion acres of all of our land surface is under 
the direct ownership and care of farm operators. Possibly 400 to 500 million 
additional acres are under public ownership of one kind or another, leaving 
around a fourth of all surface that is owned for industrial, urban, and other 
purposes. 

It is evident that the greater portion of the area on which development work 
is done involves privately owned farmlands. Even at that, a sound watershed 
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plan involves works on publicly owned forest land, problems of stabilizing 
rights-of-way of public roads and railroads, and extensive works on urban and 
other public lands. A complete plan for a watershed development, in short, 
involves almost the entire cross-section of economic and social life of the water- 
shed. This unity of the problems of a watershed holds true with the biggest 
as well as the smaller watersheds. 

Specifically watershed planning and development should coordinate all public 

and private use of forest and farmland, should provide the proper protection of 
uplands from erosion, and of lowlands and the cities and industries on the 
vatershed from flood, siltation, and other damages. It should provide for 
maximum individual and public returns from soil improvement, moisture con- 
servation, and for use of the water resources of the watershed for power, irriga- 
tion, domestic, navigation, and industrial purposes. It should also include a 
definite, effective coordination of programs for improvement of farming and farm 
life in the watershed, such as submarginal land resettlement projects, tenure, 
credit, and conservation programs. It should also be related to existing or 
needed transportation facilities, and industrial and social institutions. 

Watershed planning units should be sufficiently large to justify a well-rounded 
and complete economic planning and administration of the land and water 
resources of extensive drainage areas; and should be sufficiently large to include 
all areas that receive appreciable amounts of indirect benefits from improvement 
measures on the lands. 

Obviously, the coordinated planning of the use of both lowland and upland is 
a unified problem—a watershed problem. No mere political subdivision can 
suffice for such a plan of soil, water, and other physical resources development 
and a complete and satisfactory accounting of the benefits from this development. 
This does not mean that counties and States are not to be considered in sound 
watershed development. They are vital and must be a vital part of coordinating 
the diverse interest on a major watershed area. 


PRESENT METHODS OF WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT ARE WASTEFUL OF RESOURCES OF 
PUBLIC FUNDS AND OF PERSON NEI 


This complex extensive job of planning and development of a unified water- 
shed area is now done by dozens of official Federal, State and private agencies 
working almost entirely independently of each other, in overlapping areas of ad- 
ministration, and often working independently on the same farm or land area. 
The job cannot be done piecemeal and in small independently admiinstered units 
Farm conservation work is an integral part of developing the entire major water- 
shed. Reforestation likewise is more than a mere planting and profitable pro 
duction of timber on a given tract of land by the owners of forest land, for it also 
affects the lowest stretches of the watershed. Not only timber value but off-site 
flood control and other values must be considered. Obviously the Forest Service 
alone cannot do this type of widespread work—its interests center around the 
land it owns and manages. The problem of the right combination of reserovirs 
on a watershed (that is, shall they be large downstream reserovirs, small up- 
stream ones, reservoirs for power, for irrigation or for flood control, or a combi- 
nation of some of these) is likewise a unified watershed problem. The life and 
use value of all these reservoirs are affected greatly by upstream conservation on 
farm and forest lands. Yet our present national policy persists in placing the 
planning and building of reservoirs in the hands of at least three or more inde- 
pendent Federal departments that have no authority or interest in coordinated 
use of these reservoirs and in farm and forest land conservation 

Under present uncoordinated development, depending on which agency is au- 
thorized to build a dam, one that should emphasize irrigation may be designed 
and utilized in the main for flood control and vice versa. Again a requirement 
that may call for a distinctly multiple-purpose structure may be ignored or may 
be seriously impaired by one agency interested only in building a structure mainly 
for flood control—thus wasting more valuable irrigation and power resources. 
Yet the future well-being of thousands of farm families and the permanent sound 
use of hundreds of thousands of acres of dry lands may depend on full develop- 
ment of the irrigation and power services of the reservoir. It is obvious that to 
obtain the proper coordination required for these jobs, it is necessary to place 
under one coordinating agency the responsibiilty for developing a plan for an 
adequate-sized watershed. 

One has to examine only casually the present unsound “patched together” 
combination of the Reclamation Service, the Corps of Engineers and the Depart- 
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ment of Agriculture for further development of the Missouri Valley to realize 
the colossal wastes that face us with a continuation of the present uncoordinated 
way of doing watershed work. Yet recent Congresses have appropriated large 
amounts of funds to continue extensive work on the Missouri River without a 
sound coordinated watershed plan. 

Even schools, roads, and churches are vitally affected by watershed plans. 
Whole, or parts of, school districts are obliterated by reservoirs. Long-time 
school enrollment, revenues, and expenditures will be greatly altered by water- 
shed development. Roads need to be abandoned, rerouted, and new ones carry- 
ing new traffic loads will be needed. Rural electric and telephone lines, and 
mail routes, must be altered and planned for less population in submarginal use 
areas where present population loads are too heavy and poverty prevails. 
Sound watershed planning must help such blighted areas to adjust themselves 
to a more truly American standard of opportunity. Additional educational and 
other services must be planned as integral parts of the entire watershed develop- 
ment plans. No private corporation, no county, irrigation district, Army Corps 
of Engineers or soil conservation district or the present agencies administering 
these areas can coordinate all of these diverse problems. A unified and perma- 
nent solution of such complex problems involving such diverse Federal, State 
and local agencies, and private interests can be obtained only by an administra- 
tive unit cloaked with full authority in matters of planning and developing a 
watershed of the proper size and of obtaining and coordinating the services of 
the experts in the various agencies for use in connection with watershed plans 
and development. 

Under the present widely dispersed administration of these agencies, it is 
absolutely impossible to get the cooperation from their staffs that is required 
to evolve a coordinated plan and development of a major watershed. The result 
of such an effort at present is a piecemeal, uncoordinated, and often a conflict- 
ing and wasteful set of plans of development. Conflicts as to time of building, 
kind of measures, and conflicts in results and claimed benefits are commonplace. 

Each group of scientists working on watershed plans at present is under the 
direct supervision of its Washington or State organizations. Each group tends 
to give first consideration to the wishes of its central office and little considera- 
tion to coordination of its work on the watershed with that of other agencies. 
Each is usually uninformed on details of the works the other agencies are 
planning. The results are as a rule a plan that is incomplete, overlapping, 
uncoordinated, and impractical. 

These independently budgeted and managed Federal agencies can never, acting 
independently, coordinate their planning efforts. Even if it were possible to 
evolve a sound plan for a watershed, with such a scattered administration, the 
resultant development of the watershed would never be consistent with the plan, 
however well this plan may have been initially worked out. 

The Federal, State, and local agencies that are at present interested in water- 
shed plans and development have great numbers of men and women on their 
staffs who have had invaluable training and experience qualifying them as 
expert watershed planners and development specialists. But these workers from 
the various resources agencies have as yet had little opportunity to help in this 
great potential service in an effective, cooperative way. They will never get 
such an opportunity for coordinated planning under the present loose, wasteful 
Federal arrangement of planless watershed development. Furthermore, these 
employees of regular Government agencies that evolve National and State 
policies in their special fields, such as soil conservation, reclamation, flood con- 
trol, forestry, etc., would not be utilized by independent watershed boards, such 
as is the TVA, that are authorized to employ their own staffs. There is a way, 
however, that this great reserve pool of talent can be used. This way is outlined 
below. 


HOW WATERSHED PLAN NING AND DEVELOPMENT SHOULD BE ADMINISTERED 


The TVA and the proposed CVA are, or are to be, administered by three-man 
full-time boards. This board is hired by, gets its funds from, and is answerable 
only to the National Government. Such a full-time board inevitably must be a 
triumvirate managerial board. No one ever saw such a three-man board manage 
a complex business in a unified way. If each board member is competent, they 
inevitably divide the management between themselves, which cannot give good 
management but only divided management ; or they get at loggerheads with each 
other as did the TVA Board several years back. Also if they are competent and 
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are full-time employees any administrator they may employ must in reality 
become a figurehead. ; : 

Watershed planning and development, I am convinced, should be under the 
direct administration of a single watershed board—or authority—but this board 
should be a policy forming board only and not a full-time hoard It should in 
the strictest sense be a policy forming board, not a management board. 

Such a board might well consist of 7 members—3 representing the Federal 
Government or its interest, and 4 representing local or watershed interests. The 
four local members should be selected as democratically as practical. Possibly 
the President should be required to appoint the 4 representing the wate rshed 
area from 20 nominees made from both political parties equally by the governors 
or legislatures of the major States represented in the watershed. The 3 repre 
senting the national interest might well be appointed by the President and could 
be appointed from the Government departments having major planning and 
development interests on the watershed—such as from the Reclamation Service, 
the Department of Agriculture and the Corps of Engineers. All members of a 
watershed board should be approved by the Senate. The board members should 
have a 7-year tenure of office that rotates: that is, the terms of 1 member should 
expire each year. Continuity of policy is vital to planning and developing a 
watershed, and a rotating membership of the board will facilitate continuity. 

The board should have authority to employ a watershed administrator but 
neither the board nor the administrator should be authorized to employ any of 
the technical and scientific staff used in planning the watershed and in the work 
of developing this plan. This technical and scientific staff should be drawn 
from conservation agencies of the Federal, State, and local governments. The 
administrator should be authorized to employ his immediate administrative staff 
only. He should be a man of broad administrative experience, but also be 
experienced and trained in resources development. The board should be rigidly 
limited to the selection of administrators with these qualifications ; 

The watershed board, through its administrator, should have charge of all 
funds primarily appropriated for use in planning and developing the watershed 
and would compensate by reimbursable vouchers all Government agencies furnish- 
ing technical and professional workers 

Since such a watershed board could not build up a large permanent technical 
and scientific staff of its own but would have the power of employing only a 
relatively small administrative staff, the probabilities of the board becoming a 
political power on the watershed would be reduced to a minimum Such a hoard 





would have very little opportunity to dispense political patronage in their work 
Their interests would, therefore, lie largely in a thorough-going, scientific, and 
efficient long-time development of the watershed in accordance with plans—and 


not in building up a large permanent staff that would duplicate and in time 
replace the scientific functions of staffs in other Federal and State agencies 

All scientific, engineering, professional, and skilled personnel used by the 
administrator in planning and developing the watershed should be assigned to 
it upon request by the administrator of the watershed from constituted public 
resources agencies, either of the local, State, or Federal Governments. Thus the 
needed agricultural engineers, hydrologists, economists, agronomists, soil and 
conservation specialists, foresters, and other agricultural specialists required to 
develop the agricultural phases of a plan should be supplied to the watershed by 
assignment from the State agricultural colleges, experiment-station staffs, other 
State agencies, or the staffs of the United States Department of Agriculture 
Highway engineers should be assigned by the State or Federal highway agencies, 
Engineers for planning and supervising construction of reservoirs for impound- 
ing water for flood control, navigation power, and/or irrigation, should be as- 
signed to the Board by the Corps of Army Engineers, the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, or by the Reclamation Service of the Department of Interior. 
The Board should be empowered to enter into contract with private agencies or 
individuals for construction of any officially planned and approved part of the 
watershed program. School experts, farm-credit specialists, etc., needed to 
adjust their respective functions to the overall watershed plan could be assigned 
to the watershed administrator and their salaries would be paid for by him 
while they are needed for planning these miscellaneous public functions for the 
watershed. 

This staff of specialists, consisting of representatives of the State and 
Departments of Agriculture or of the State colleges, representing the Extension 
Service. the Farm Credit Administration, the Farm Security Administration, the 
Agricultural Adjustment Agency, the Forest Service, the Soil Conservation Serv- 
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ice, the Rural Electrification Administration, the Reclamation Service, the Army 
Corps of Engineers, etc., would compose the scientific and professional staff to 
plan and develop the watershed under the direction of the watershed adminis- 
trator and under the general policies determined by the Board. The plan should 
call for meshing the regular work and policies of each of these Government 
agencies into the overall plan of development of the watershed. Adjustment to 
the requirements of the unified watershed plan, however, should be dominant over 
the specific policies of the agencies furnishing the scientific staff. 

If the watershed administrator were at any time dissatisfied with the work 
and cooperative relation of a technical worker or a professional assignee to his 
staff, he could not discharge the worker from his supplying agency but could ask 
for his recall by, or return to, this agency, and ask for an assignment of a 
substitute worker. 


NATIONAL, REGIONAL, AND LOCAL COORDINATION IS NECESSARY IN UNIFIED 
WATERSHED PLANS 


The overall planning of the watershed should be participated in by local soil 
conservation district committees set up by the Soil Conservation Service. These 
committees should be composed of people closely associated with farming in the 
local areas in which they serve. Their function would be that of guidance and 
advice in planning the measures that are to be applied on the various types of 
farmlands in their local district or local watershed. Consideration especially 
would be given by the committee to the practicability and acceptability of these 
measures to farmers. But these committees would also be expected to adjust 
their recommended measures to the overall plans and needs of the watershed as 
well as to the needs of the farmers. 

The planning for each of the various administrative watersheds of the Nation 
would necessarily need to be in line with development on adjacent watersheds, 
and with regional and national policies. This harmony of policies on different 
watersheds and with national policies could be secured by requiring that all 
plans and requests for national appropriations for watershed planning and 
development should clear through and be approved by a National Resources 
Board before submission to Congress. This National Resources Board should 
be authorized to employ a staff of planning coordinators to be assigned to specific 
watersheds as economic and technical consultants. These representatives of the 
National Resources Board would have as their main function the harmonizing 
of national and local interests and interwatershed problems. 


THE PLACE OF FARM CONSERVATION IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF A MAJOR WATERSHED 


Conservation work on a given farm does not yield all its benefits to the farm, 
to the local conservation district, the county, or the State in which the farm is 
situated. Its benefits stretch to the lowest parts of the largest watershed on 
which the farm is located. If it is true that significant benefis of farm con- 
servation are so widespread, the problem at once becomes far more complex than 
the simple problem of the right conservation measures to put on a given farm. 

The proper job of conserving our farmland and water resources, first and fore- 
most, must be done in such a manner as to be acceptable and profitable to the 
farm manager. But this is only the beginning of a sound national farm and 
forest conservation program, and of proportioning its costs equitably between 
farm owners and the public. Beyond the boundaries of the farm, the stopping 
of erosion of farmland and of damaging runoff of water that falls on the farm 
spreads its benefits into adjacent valley lands, roads, and structures, then to 
larger tributaries, to main streams, and finally to the major watershed stream and 
to the ocean mouth of the stream. All structures, all properties and life on the 
major watershed, or any of its tributaries that are directly or indirectly in the 
line of movement of the water and soil from the farm, are vitally concerned in the 
soundness of the conservation work done on the farm. 

The problem in this sense is not strictly a farm problem, not a county problem, 
nor a State, nor even a soil conservation regional office problem. None of these 
can deal completely and in a coterminus manner with it. It is ultimately a 
watershed-area problem, from the standpoint of its complete planning, its sound 
development and evaluation, and its administration. Furthermore, it is in all 
watersheds overshadowed or overlaid by broad national policies of water utiliza- 
tion, of forestry, of water tables, of sound and adequate energy supplies, and other 
similar policies that must be guided and determined in part by considerations of 
our future national welfare. 
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I do not believe the regional offices of the Soil Conservation Service furnished 
the missing link for the full appraisal of the public and private benefit from farm- 
land conservation because a regional area did not cover an area coterminus with 
a watershed. Also, I am convinced that the breaking up of regional offices and 
farming their work out to States can in no sense offer the means of appraising all 
aspects of the benefit of farm conservation on major watersheds. 

I believe a watershed administration as outlined above supplies the missing 
link in a well-rounded complete farm-conservation program which link, it seems to 
me, was not supplied by the abandoned regional soil conservation offices. The 
abandonment of the regional offices of the Soil Conservation Service, however dis- 
rupting may be the effect temporarily, has served the useful function of making 
it mecessary to examine critically their shortcomings. I believe that the pro- 
posed substitute State functions are certain to prove less adequate to perform 
major watershed-resources functions and to preserve essential national-resources 
policies, than were the regional setups. These watershed functions, together with 
national functions, overlie conservation-district lines, county lines, and State 
lines, and hence cannot be properly preserved, developed, and coordinated at 
these lower levels. 

The use of Federal, State, and local conservation and resources experts, under 
the above plan of watershed administration, and their assignments to these major 
watershed boards would, I believe, accomplish the following : 

1. Make a complete appraisal of farm-conservation benefits possible and pave 
the way for equitable, sound distribution of conservation costs between the farm 
owner and the public. 

2. Use the finest conservation talent we have wherever it is to be found. 

3. Avoid destruction of the necessary conservation and resources functions and 
policies at all levels of our Government and interests. 

4. Avoid building rigid, dangerous patronage agencies strategically scattered 
in all sections of the Nation, thus maintaining our traditional National, State 
and local balance of powers and authority. 

If we can develop sound, safe administrative machinery that will fully 
appraise costs and all benefits of conservation, and apportion costs on the basis 
of both private and public benefits, we certainly should continue to make con- 
servation payments to farmers from public funds. There is the soundest of 
economic justification for these payments—and if payments are made on this 
basis, no intangible social-welfare basis need be sought. 

It is clear that I would in no sense continue to tie conservation payments In 
any manner whatever to farm-price-support programs, or use them for any 
purpose whatever except to insure maximum productivity of our soils today and 
in the future, and as a means of protecting both the farm and the watershed 
property from erosion, flood, siltation, and related damage. 


Dr. Sanpers. The National Grange advocates the following pro- 
gram as a means of obtaining coordinated planning and development 
of upstream and downstream resources improvement on major water- 
sheds such as the Missouri. Our official position on this problem is as 
follows: 


We recognize the urgent need for coordinated development and use of water- 
shed areas. 

We believe that the coordination of the work of all Federal, State, and local 
agencies dealing with conservation, development, and use of soil, water, forest, 
and other natural resources on each major watershed area can be achieved: 

A. At the national level, by the unified administration of the watershed work 
of all agencies dealing with reclamation, flood control, and with soil, water, and 
forest conservation and uses. 

B. On major watersheds, by the establishment of a bipartisan policymaking 
board, to be composed of representatives of the major Federal resources agencies 
and the watershed area, the Board to be appointed by the President and con- 
firmed by the Senate, with a majority of the Board members representing the 
watershed area. Before making such appointments, the President should be 
required to call for nominees from the governors of the States involved. 


This deals with major watersheds and not the minor watersheds that 
would be dealt with in your bill. 


ot 


management and administrative staff only, and through the watershed adminis- 
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This Board should be responsible for determining policies, employment 








58 SOIL CONSERVATION AND FLOOD PREVENTION PROJECTS 


trator the expenditure of the funds appropriated directly for the planning and 
development of the watershed. 

C. The expert resources personnel of existing agencies in the fields of research, 
engineering, education, and resources development, of both Federal and State 
Governments, should be utilized on assignment, or on a contract and reim- 
bursable basis, so that the need for professional staffs, employed by the water- 
shed authority, may be avoided. 

D. By approving no expenditures of funds for a project or a dispensable part 
of a project, unless a sound appraisal shows that all benefits are in excess of 
costs. 

Such a watershed planning and development administration would 
prevent the building up of powerful bureaucratic and patronage agen- 
cies in watershed areas; it would preserve present national resources 
policies, programs, and agencies; would insure, we believe, a far more 
efficient and permanent personnel to plan and develop watersheds; 
and would decentralize responsibility. 

We believe that no provision of S. 2549 eonflicts with, but rather 
complements such an administration of a major watershed area 1f, 
and when Congress sees fit to authorize these administrations. In 
fact these smaller watershed conservation units would then be the 
logical components of a major watershed administration for planning 
and carrying out the overall watershed requirements of upstream con 
servation work. 

Under such an organization for major watersheds, and only under 
it, can the total off-site benefits derived from conservation work on 
farms be evaluated. When we shall have perfected small watershed 
planning and development such as is possible under S. 2549 and per- 
fected planning and development of major watershed areas, we shall 
be in a position to carry out farm-conservation work at maximum 
speed in the Nation, with fair and sound division of costs between 
farmers and the general public for this farm-conservation work. 

The proper job of conserving our farmland and water resources, 
first and foremost, must be done in such a manner as to be acceptable 
and profitable to the farm manager. But this is only the beginning 
of a sound national farm and forest conservation program, and of 
proportioning its costs equitably between farm owners and the public. 

The problem in this sense is not strictly a farm problem, not a 
county problem, not a State, nor even a Soil Conservation regional 
office problem. None of these can deal completely and in a cotermi- 
nus manner with it. It is ultimately a watershed area problem, from 
the standpoint of its complete planning, its sound development and 
evaluation, and its administration. Furthermore, it is in all water- 
sheds overshadowed or overlaid by broad national policies of water 
utilization, of forestry, of water tables, and of sound and adequate 
energy supplies and other similar policies that must be guided and 
determined in 1 part by considerations of our future national welfare. 

We do not believe the regional offices of the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice furnished the missing link for the full appraisal of the public and 
private benefit from farmland conservation because a regional area 
did not cover an area coterminus with a watershed. Also, we are 
convinced that the breaking up of regional offices and farming their 
work out to States can in no sense offer the means of appraising all 
ispects of the benefit of farm conservation on major watersheds. 

A watershed administration as outlined, however, above supplies 
the missing link in a well-rounded complete farm conservation pro- 
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gram, both for minor and m: ijor watersheds. The abandonment of the 
regional offices of the Soil Conservation Service, however, disrupting 
may be its effect temporarily, has served the useful function of makin 
it necessary to examine critically their shortcomings. 

The proposed substitute State functions are certain to prove less 
adequate to perform major and minor watershed planning and to 
preserve essential national resources policies, than were the regional 
SCS offices. These watershed functions together with national func- 
tions overlie county lines and State lines and hence cannot be prop- 
erly preserved, developed, and coordinated at State levels. 

The use of Federal, State, and local conservation and resources 
experts under the above plan of small and major watershed admin- 
istrations, and the assignments of these experts to these major water- 
shed boards would, we believe, accomplish the following: 

A. Make a complete appraisal of farm-conservation benefits possible 
and pave the way for equitable, sound distribution of conservation 
costs between the farm owner and the public 

B. Use the best conservation talent we have wherever it is to be 
found, at local, State, regional, or National levels 

C. Avoid destruction of i: ebsites conservation and resources 
functions and policies at all levels of our conservation work, especially 
national policies. 

D. oe rigid, dangerous patronage agencies strategically 
scattered in all sections of the Nation, thus maintaining our tradi- 
tional Racca, State, and local balance of powers and authority. 

Before closing I would like to make some specific remarks con 
cerning various parts of the bill and to suggest a few minor changes 
that we think would improve the functions of the provisions of the 
bill. 

I would like to emphasize that the provision in lines 17 to 20, page 
2, inclusive, providing for a unified planning, or combination of the 
plans of, a number of such small watersheds is an indispensable pro- 
vision of the workability of the measure and under no circumstances 
should this provision be stricken from the measure. 

In the House hearings there was considerab le objection to this 
combination provision, Senator, because some of the other depart- 
ments of Government said it would permit the Agriculture Depart- 
ment to spread out and take in a whole major watershed if they 
wanted to. But I certainly do not see such danger in that provision, 
and it isa very essential part of your bill, it seems to me. 

I would also like to emph: asize that the importance of retaining 
the provision of obtaining easements on lands on whic . Federal funds 
are spent (sec. 4 (1) p. 3) is vital. There is strong feeling among 
Grange members that Federal ownership of lands is 8 freque ntly ex- 
cess ownership and that any additional ownership should be avoided 
whenever it is at all practical. 

It seems to me that this provision does offer the opportunity to do 
that. 

We are not certain that the provision under section 4 (2), lines 
5 to 9 page i. adequately defines the proper share of costs of the 
Federal Government. The insertion of the words “and other off-site 
benefits” after the word “prevention,” line 6, page 4, would correct 
the deficiency, it seems to us, because the way it reads now, it could 
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be interpreted that only clearcut flood-prevention benefits to areas 
below are permitted under this provision, whereas there are a lot of 
corollary benefits that may not be defined as flood-prevention benefits. 

In section 5, line 7, page 5, after the word “lands”, we think the 
words “and structures” should be inserted, since the judgment and 
criticisms of the Secretary of the Interior, and of the Army, should be 
sought when farm and small watershed conservation work affects 
structures as well as lands under the jurisdiction of the Secretaries. 
The same insertion for the same reason should be made after the word 
“Jands” in line 24 of the same page. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, Dr. Sanders. The committee will take 
into consideration the recommendations you have made here and what 
you have given us this morning will be very helpful in working out 
the ultimate legislation. 

Senator Scnorrreit. Mr. Sanders, on page 8, under section 24 that 
you have referred to and written you say 

We are convinced that the breaking up of regional offices and farming their 
work out to States can in no sense offer the means of appraising all aspects of 
the benefit of farm conservation on major watersheds, 

I do not know all about the program that the Secretary has outlined 
in reorganization plans, but it was my understanding that there was 
to be a pretty close tie-in between the Agriculture Department agencies 
that have any activity in these fields and the State organizations that 
were to assume a greater proportionate share of this responsibility, 
and that there was no clean-cut line of demarkation drawn between 
the Department in Washington and the States. 

Maybe I have a wrong conception of this if it goes as far as you think 
it does. In other words, my understanding was that it was a coopera- 
tive arrangement that was being worked out, that there was technical 
guidance and technical assistance that would be made available to the 
States on the same high level of efficiency, knowledge and understand- 
ing of these problems as they have garnered and gathered them 
through these years in the working of this Department. Am I wrong 
on that ? 

Dr. Sanvers. I do not believe you are wrong, Senator Shoeppel, 
but I think you have misinterpreted what I tried to say in this instance. 

Senator Suorrrer. I did not mean to. I was a little concerned 
about that statement as I read it. 

Dr. Sanpvers. I am greatly interested, Senator Schoeppel, in the 
mechanics of an organization that will enable the sisenail of a soil- 
conservation measure on, we will say, the Neosho River in your State, 
or a small tributary of that river. The totality of benefits on the 
entire Missouri system and even the Mississippi the composite results 
of those terraces on farms is the only basis for appraising their total 
value. 

It seems farfetched, but really that is the case because terracing any- 
where on the Missouri will affect beneficially the situation in St. Louis 
or Kansas City. 

Senator Scnorpret. Yes, I think you are sound on that. I whole- 
heartedly agree with you. 

Dr. Sanpers. But farming out these regional men to the States 
cannot perform that function obviously, as the regional oflice could 
not perform it. May I say one additional thing that I would like to 
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say about these regional office staffs. The specialists in the regional 
oflices were certainly hot specialists who could be confined to State 
lines. To allocate a man to a State college who must function in 
four or five States is a rather awkward and ineffective method of 
allocating that man. Sometimes, depending upon the administration 
of our State institutions, it may be a disruption or they may interfere 
with his best work in other States. 

So really the function cannot be performed, those functions that 
spread over several States cannot be administered and performed very 
adequately, ata State level. 

Senator ScHOEPPEL. You may have a valid point there, but still I 
understood that it was not the intention of the Department in this 
reorganization change to be so rigid, | understood that the Depart- 
ment here in Washington in retaining their good technical staff people 
who had an overall grasp of the subject would be in a consulting 
capacity and would be in a capacity to give every assistance to the 
States so that we would not have that sharp line of demarkation. 
Maybe I am wrong on it. 

Dr. Sanpvers. Would you say, then, Senator, we will say a specialist 
on grass that may serve ae itely from northern Oklahoma clear 
to the northern side of the Dakotas would be well located if he were 
located, in your own State agricultural college? It seems to me that 
such a specialist who was formerly in some regional office—probably 
the Omaha regional office—could not very well be located at Fargo or 
Brookings or at Manhattan. It seems to me that his location would 
have to be in some regionalized position, or else out of Washington. 

But if he served the Missouri watershed, that is if he were allocated 
with an administration for the Missouri watershed, a board such as 
I have advocated here, he would fit nicely into any State situation. 

Senator Scuorpret. I would think = apace striving as I 
am sure it is, for the assemblage of the best technical information, 
would use these men with vast experience even th sok they were in the 
very State or connected with the State or the region where they had 
gathered all this information. I think that is, largely. the admin 
istrative approach, I think it is well for you to point this out, don’t 
get me wrong. I think it is well for you to point it out. 

But I do think, for the benefit of the record, that <i = Department 
in Washington has any idea of putting them only 1 ates, and being 
that rigid, it should be pointed out that that probab sly would be bad 
administration. I had the other impression of it. Iam looking at the 
overall situation as presented in the Congress, and we must try to 
wrestle with it and strengthen it in one uniform measure and establish 
this policy. That is the only reason I had in mentioning it. 

Dr. Sanpers. Senator, I have not made any intensive study of just 
what the reorganization means to the regional staff and to the central 
staff and to the State st aff. It seems to me that we make a very, very 
gr ave error in trying to deal with these extremely complex problems 
by thinking too ‘much in terms of saving the State’s function and 
saving the local function and saving the Federal function rather than 
looking at the job and trying to determine an organization that will 
save all of these functions and will not overemphasize any one of them. 
It does not scare us at all in the Grange to add to the State staffs 
when they are clearly a State functioning group. But we are not 
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scared either from the standpoint of the increasing Federal or regional 
staffs if that is a clear-cut function to be performed. 

So I think we should try to look at this problem in the most ob- 
jective way we can to do the job that we have to do. We have been 
scared of TVA. An ybody who examines TVA in an unbiased way will 
have to say, I believe, that the »y have done an awfully good physical 
job. 

But to duplicate those bureaucracies all over the country may prove 
bad. You will recall that TVA kept the Soil Conservation Service out 
of Tennessee, because they were independent, al independent bureau, 
that had their own money and they told the Soil Conservation Service 
“We don’t need you here.” 

Senator Scuorrren. I can say to you frankly, Mr. Sanders, I share 
your alarm at relating the TV A thought and theory to the country in 
veneral. I just do not believe Congress will go along with it. It 
has done a good job in certain aspects. I am not quarreling with it, 
but to establish a policy of that, I can see where it would be. as you 
have pointed out, some thing the it we certainly should not provide for. 


Yet take the good aspects of it and re late it as it can be related no 
doubt to these developments under this ill 

The Cnarrman. Any further questions? Thank you, Dr. Sanders. 

T Sacaanaalnin has been happy to have sitting with us yesterday and 


today the one Senator among the sponsors who is not a member of the 
Agriculture Committee, Mike Monroney, of Oklahoma, who has long 
been an advocate of soil and water conservation, and I think he has 
taken part in every effort to promote that kind of work in Congress. 

Senator Monroney, would you like to comment on this proposed 
legislation now? Weare nearing the end of the hearings and I think 
it very proper that we have your comments before we conclude. 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Senator Monroney. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate this 
opportunity of being here and I am most happy to join with the chair- 
man and other members of this committee in the sponsorship of this 
bill. 

The CuatrmMan. I might interrupt and say the only reason we have 
not got two-thirds of the Senate sponsoring this bill was because it 
was a physical impossibility to get around and give them all a chance 
to goon it. But we made it a point to see that Senator Monroney got 
on this bill because of the interest which he has had in this type of 
work and legislation. 

Senator Young. He has been concerned with this matter a long 
Vv hile. hasn’t he? 

The CHarrMan. It so happens that we offered some of our most 
unportant legislation on the last day of the session when there was 
not time to wait for everybody who would otherwise like to cosponsor 
it. 

Senator Monronry. Let me also express my appreciation, Mr. 
Chairman, for the fact that you are taking this up early in this session, 
for I feel that this is one of the most important bills that can come be 
fore the 83d Congress. Itina way presents one of the most important 
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changes in concept of controlling devastating floods, and at the same 
time building up the major asset of this country—the topsoil of our 
farmlands. 

It is a logical next step in flood control. For a hundred years or 
more we have been Fone upstr am too slow ly in our efforts to col trol 
devast: ating floods. | The first efforts were made on the lower reaches 
of the Mississippi and at the mouths = our great rivers. Gradually 
we found ths at we could not build the levees high enough or straighten 
the channels fast enough to rush the water to the sea and thus prevent 
floods. 

That concept of rushing the water to the sea has been up until the 
past few years the only way that we knew to prevent the recurring 
devastation on our watershed. This upstream flood-control program 
recognizes that the best way to prevent devastating floods is to do what 
you Can at reasonab le expense to hol | mu h of t he excess water where 
it falls. Instead of “rushing the water Me the sea” concept, this pro- 
gram here as advocated in this bill, embodies the “in soak” process. 
‘All tests and all experience have shown this to be as effective, if not 
more effective, than the building of giant dams, levees, floodways, ete. 
in the lower reaches of the main-stem rivers. 

I would like to say that I do not consider this a substitute for the 
main artery dams and large levee work. It is supplemental to that. 
And would be very use ful—— 

The CHatrman. Would you just as soon use the word “comple 
mental,” because supplemental int rs inferiority, and I do not think 
there is any inferiority in this tl 

Senator Monroney. I ce aacie. do not, because I think you will find 
that the statistics will show that more than half of the damage in floods 
occurs in the little-known and unpublicized upstream regions and they 
occur not at 10- and 25-year intervals, but occur at 2- and 3-year inter- 
vals. 

This progr im would work not only on the » elimination of these 
frequently recurring floods upstream that do so much damage, but 
also would be most effective in reducing the damage downstream. If 
you can stop half of the floodwater before it reaches the main-stem 
watersheds, you will therefore be able to control that with structures 
that are not too expensive and not too damaging to the withdrawal of 
bottom farmland. 

I think we should consider this complementary to main-stem dams 
and admit both programs are useful. Wes hould not make the same 
mistake that many of the main-stem dam advocates make that only 


their treatment by big dams will prevent poe s. I think we could make 
the same mistake by insisting that only by up ream flood control car 
we peeves floods. We must try to vilor t +a d prevention method 


to the watershed and to the creek od to the secondary river and then 
to the major river. It will require engineering studies and good com 
monsense on which of the two plans, or both, can best be used. 

We must not make the mistake of trying to fit every foot in the same 
size shoe. If we would dothat. we would be oversimplifying it. The 
thing I think that is so fine about the upstream flood control is that 
it puts the accent at the local level. The bill pel di oF ] 
to do that to the maximum. 

If there is any other way that the committee members or witnesses 
find that more local, State, or soil-conservation district authority needs 


. : ] 1 } 
ere 1S qaesloner 
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to be provided for in the bill, I am sure you will be able in the light of 
these hearings to give that the proper attention because I am certain 
it is not the wishes of the chairman or the committee to create any 
huge bureaucracy or to remove from the local areas the interest and 
drive that will be necessary to make this program a success. 

We are fortunate in Oklahoma to be a little further along on this 
than many States. Wehave the Washita Watershed program (a large 
upstream project) which was authorized in the early 1940’s and has 
been slowly going forward on very limited appropriations. Our State 
is thoroughly sold on and recognizes the wisdom of this, and in areas 
where this upstream flood control in various creek tributaries to the 
Washita have been completed, we are able to see first hand the results 
and the efficiency. 

One area that I am familiar with has in the past few years had 
cloudbursts of 10 to 15 inches falling on 2 creek watersheds. One 
that had been completed with the upstream flood-control methods 
controlled this flash flood and there was no big loss of property, no 
damage of a material nature, while the adjoining creek that took the 
same amount of water, but had not been treated, took the lives of 
several people. It overflooded Highway 66 and inundated buses and 
ripped out bridges and tore away thousands of acres of valuable 
farmland. 

So we have that spectacular example of this program in work. We 
know that as we go forward, if it works on these watersheds already 
treated and controls the runoffs in those into the main stem, then by 
doing that. on the other creeks, we will be able to control the river. 

The il din idual soll conservation districts are doing a very food job 
in recognizing the value of this and in obtaining the easements and 
necessary cooperation at the local level. The advantage, I think, is 
first in the saving of the land itself. Instead of withdrawing the 
valuable bottom lands of our river valleys from cultivation, this adds 
to the cultivatable land. Th » secondary bottom lands on all of these 
creeks in my State, and I think most others are not now usable for 
cultivation because’ every time you have a heavy rain they overflow. 

So some of 2 best lands in the States are the least used because 
of these yearly or twice-yearly floods that wash this away. 

With the ec a“ rehensive soil conservation, the check dams and the 
gully plugs, these creek bottoms ss caletes aealilet hai and produce much 
larger yields and in that way we add land to cultivation rather than 
withdraw it by the tens of thousands of acres necessary for reservoirs 
on main-stem dams. 

This is import: int to the local areas because in upstream control 
that land remains in the ownership of the farmers and on the tax 
rolls of the counties. The check dams cover only a dozen or 2 dozen 
acres. No money is used to buy this land. The farmer gives an ease- 
ment on the land and accepts a contract that the Government would 
reimburse him on the destruction of crops if the water remains on 
his land given for these check dams an unusually long period of time. 

Ordinarily in the construction of them the output from the dams 
discharges the floodwater in 24 to 36 hours. Thus the farmer has 
used the land for pasture around the small reservoir, and suffers no 
damage at all. 

Therefore the major cost in this program is in the construction of 
the earthen embankments and the little spillways, rather than the 
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acquisition of thousands of acres of land and the withdrawal of that 
from cultivation and from the tax rolls itself. 
rhe major cost as alleged in many of these rs ts is not a cost for 


flood control. It is a cost on soll conservation. About JU percent of 
this program is merely the c« - rehensive terracing and soil conser- 


vation practices which should be done every where. Vith the local 
drive and the local enthusiasm to control a recurring flood problem 
on a small river or on a « reek, the majo expense the In the teri 

ing and in the grassing of outlets and the general soil-conservation 


2 g 
work, 

We are doing soil conservation that well. We are doing it well all 
over the country. But the time has come t | 
together so that instead of being an individual farm prot lem, it be- 


comes a watershed problem of flood control. The farms in that area 
that are not under terracing or soil conservation should not contribute 
to the floods, while we hold back a part of the water on those that are. 


A wate rshed area that is only half t rraced is like a d im that is built 
halfway across a stream. 


So it is a very minor cost — oe k dams and the gully plugs 
} 
and the straightening maybe of a small channel and the actual flocd 


work that has to be done on these. 

The provision in the bill that the usual amount of Federal assistance 
for soil conservation and terracing will be the gage of our contribu- 
tion I believe is a wise one, and with the local cooperation that you 
will get I believe you will fin d that this will provide many times more 
flood control for ‘the Federal dollar than the main-ste1 dams could 
possibly do. 

It is rather shocking to realize that more than 90 cents out of every 
flood-control dollar is always spent to control the water as it rushes 
toward the sea rather than to hold it back where it falls. It certainly 
would be in keeping wah commonsense and understanding of flood 


control problems to see that more of that money is spent upstream 
where the water falls. Y u will get many times more value in that 
way. 

The advantages are not only in the saving of ind which is ir 
replaceable, reducing the runoff, ay ing the wa hing olf of the soil, the 
addition of bottom lands that are not now subject to cultivation, the 
prevention of withdrawal of large acreas from tax rolls for reservoirs 
or mud flats for the infrequent flood, oe t you also raise the water table 
wherever you have these upstream flood ontrol project This of 
course is of vital concern to all the farmers. 

You have in addition, as we have in this area in the Washita, cases 
where local cities are joining in the program and making the con- 
tributions to eataltiah local water supplies in the upstream runoff 
areas. So you gear in through their contribution extra help toward 


flood control and also water and soil conservatio 


You have in these small upstream reservoirs where the farm 
gives the use of his land the possibility of small-scale irrigation as 
a byproduct. For the use of his land to prevent floods, he also has the 
use of a small conservation pool which can help irrigation areas for 
vegetable growing or for small « TOP production of that natm 

You also do a great deal for the saving of stock water which is 
important, particularly in the West where rainfall is irregular. Th 
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addition to that, because of the conservation features and the necessity 
for keeping the small residue pool there at all times, an insignificant 
amount of water, you build up a very nice supply source of fish and 
the promotion of wildlife—all as an inexpensive byproduct of this 
program. 

You would find I believe that in the long run, whatever this pro- 
gram would cost would pay dividends in the protection of existing 
downstream flood-control structures. Most of these main-stem dams 
provide for 50-year writeoff today by the Army engineers. In the 
flat lands where erosion has been severe, it is doubtful if some of those 
dams will not be ruined in less than 50 years. There is nothing that 
can be done by the Government to extend their life other than the 
control of erosion and silting through soil conservation and upstream 
control. 

It is a well-established fact that soil erosion under this upstream 
flood-control program shrinks to a minimum thereby lengthening the 
life and the capacity for flood control in your downstream dams, and 
oe making pos sible the greater use of your downstream dams on 
hydroelectric power or irrigation, as the case may be. 

The big feature, I believe, is that this is the commonsense way to 
approach it. It gives the helping hand of the soil-conservation dis- 
tricts, oe helping hand of the Government to enable the local people 
to help themselves. They are powerless now unless we have legisla- 
tion of this kind, and yet there are a dozen projects in my State that 
would be ready to go if the Federal Government would pass this legis- 
lation and provide only a small Fraction of the amount which is re- 
quired to build the larger main-stem structures. 

I apprec ate the op portunity of bei ing here and I thank the chairman 
again for setting thi s up for an early hearing. I would like to ask 
permission to insert in tie committee record a statement by Mr. Rich- 
ard Longmire, who is president of the Washita Valley Improve ment 
Association. He was unable to come. He is ill. He notified me he 
could not make the trip and is mailing me his statement. 

The CyHatrMan. We will be ve ry ola d to put his statement in the 
record. Tam sorry that he was ill and could not be here. I think he 
was also making a statement not only for his own district, but for the 
National Association of Soil Conservation Districts. 


Senator Monroney. Yes, sir, he has been a great leader in this work 
and is absolutely familiar with the results that have been obtained and 
that which has already been done in my State along this | 

‘J » CHAIRMAN. We will be glad to insert his statement. 


STATEMENT FILep BY R. C. LONGMIRE, PRESIDENT, WASHITA VALLEY FLOOD PREVEN- 


TION COUNCIL, ALSO REPRESENTING THE OKLAHOMA ASSOCIATION OF Sort Con- 
ATION DISTRICTS AND THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF Sort. CONSERVATION 
DISTRICTS 
Iam R. C. Longmire of Pauls Valley, Okla., representing the Oklahoma Asso- 
ciation of Soil Conservs ati ion Dis tric ts as State chairman of their water manage 
ment committee and president of the Washita Valley Flood Prevention Council 


io 


which consists of 22 soil-conservation districts in the Washita watershed of 
Oklahoma. I also represent the National Association of Soil Conservation 
Districts. I appreciate very much this opportunity to appear before this com- 
mittee in behalf of proposed legislation aimed at the prevention of floods on a 
watershed basis through sound land-treatment practices and the construction 
of small water retarding structures. 
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We are fortunate in Oklahoma, especially on the Washita, that works of this 
type have been under way for several years. We also have 1 of the 50 projects, 
commonly referred to as pilot projects in the last session of Congress. This is 
Double Creek on the Caney River, a comparatively small watershed of 30,000 
acres plus. The work plan on this creek was one of the first, if not the first, to be 
completed in the entire country. Five floodwater retarding structures are in- 
volved and local interests are at work securing the necessary easements. It is 
hoped that it will be possible to start construction sometime this spring. Work on 
this particular watershed is just about ready because local people are willing to 
make their contribution of 50 percent of the cost to the project 

The fact that the people of Oklahoma like the upstream flood ram 
of the United States Department of Agriculture is evidenced by the org tion 
at the present time of 18 flood-control or watershed associations, and many more 
are in the process of organizing. The active organizations at this time, together 
with their chairman, are: 














Name Chairman 
3arnitz Flood Control Association______-_. Ray G. Stucker, Arapho 
Beaver Creek-Cow Creek Watershed Asso- Ed Scroggings, Comanche, president. 
ciation. 
Bear, Fall, and Coon Creeks Watershed Ralph Douglas, Meridian, president. 
Association. 


Blue Valley Flood Control, Inc . G. O. Jackson, Tishomingo, president. 

Boggy Creek Conservation Association___. Raymond Stovall, Mineo, president. 

Chikaskia River Watershed Flood Asso Charles [Hollopeter, Blackwell, pres- 
ciation of Oklahoma and Kansas. dent 


Cimarron River Watershed Council of F.J. Boeckman, Okeene, president. 
Soil Conservation Districts. 
Kansas-Oklahoma Caney Watershed Clyde Clubine, Havana, Kans., pres- 
Council of Soil Conservation Districts ident 
Poteau River Watershed Council Rev. John E. Evans, R. F. D. 1, 
Heavener, president 


Rush Creek Watershed Association ‘ Spencer Bernard, Rush Springs, sec- 
retary-treasurer 
Salt Creek Flood Prevention Association Otis Thorn, Maud, Okla 


Sandstone Flood Control Maintenance Paul Jones, Elk City, president. 
Association 

Southeast Oklahoma Red River Water S. V. Hack th, Valliant, president. 
shed Council of Soil Conservation 
Districts. 

Soil and Water Control Council of Texas Ward Perryma! luke, president. 
and Oklahoma Upper Red River Water- 
shed 


Southeastern Oklahoma Development G r. O'N Hugo, president 
Association 
Washita Valley Flood Control Council__- nt. C. Longmire, Pauls Valley, presi- 
dent 
Wewoka Creek Water and Soil Conserva- J. A. Patterson, Wewoka, president. 
tion Association, 
Wildhorse Creek Flood Control Associa- L. L. Hw re Box 431, Du n, 
tion. president 
In addition to the work on the Washita and Double Cre¢ he Soil Conserva- 
tion Service at this time planning Wewoka Creek o t central Oklahoma. 
The State office of the Soil Conservation Service enongh re ts from the 
different associations and stricts to keep 4 or 5 plat ] es busy The 
people of the State of Oklahoma wat this type of ass » from the |! leral 


Government in preventing floods 
We were extremely fortunate on the Washita ell » of the original 11 


watersheds chosen for upstream flood prevention in 1944, and we are proud of 
the progress that has been made with this new approach to floods with the limited 
funds that have been available to the Depat ent of Agi 

On the Washita. work plans have been completed on 20 creek watersheds. On 
seven others the work is nearly completed. In summarizing progress in water- 


shed planning, we can say that more than one-third of the Washita has been 
planned. 
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In the soil conservation districts of the Washita we have 11,171 district coop 
erators. whose holdings amount to nearly 3 million acres, or approximately 
60 percent of the conservation practices have been planned on the watershed. 

The major soil and water conservation practices applied to the land in the 
Washita watershed and the current needs to all lands are: 
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On the construction phase on the Washita, this type work has been completed 
on five watersheds: Sandsone, the first watershed to be finished; Pennington; 
Wayne; Beaver Dam; and Big Kiowa. On the entire watershed, 68 floodwater 
retarding structures have been built and 2 are under construction; 144 gull) 
plugs and 85 drop-inlet structures for sediment control have been built 


At the present time the soil conservation districts of the Washita have 
acquired site easements for more than 100 additional water-retarding structures 


nd are working to secure more daily On the basis of construction costs in 
the past, we would need an appropriation of not less than $5 million the nex 
fiscal year to build these structures Though this committee is probably not 


concerned with appropriations, I would urge each of you to work for sufficient 
appropriations to the various watersheds in order that the work of upstream 
flood prevention will be accelerated. We have been working on the Washita 
for 7 years, and while the farmers and ranchers have completed 60 percent 
of the needed soil and water conservation practices, only about 11 percent of 
the water-retarding structures have been completed. 

Our organizations heartily endorse Senate bill 2549. 


The CHamman. We also have 1 or 2 other statements that have 
been received this morning from people very much interested in this 
bill. Senator Young? 

Senator Youna. I would like to say to the Senator from Oklahoma, 
that I never heard a finer statement in behalf of these watershed 
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programs than the one just made. It was very descriptive and a real 
salesmanship job. 

Senator Monronry. Thank you very much, Senator Young. I only 
wish that sometime when this committee is going out West that you 
could detour up the Washita Valley, and let us show you exactly 
what is being done on the oround, fly over it, and see the whole pat- 
tern. The important thing I think you realize is that we will get 
flood control almost free, upstream flood control almost free, as a 
byproduct of merely hooking together the logical comprehensive 
soil-conservation work that should be done everywhere. 

Jut if we put the accent on doing It In Wate rsheds, then we do 
control the flood as a free byproduct almost of this. One thing 
that is so important is how you can work this out where you may 
have a big, deep creek gully that might be a quarter of a mile wide. 
These loca] projects will work with the county commissioners to 
get them to throw up the embankment because the check dam in this 
area will prevent their loss of bridges down the stream. ‘They are 
oftentimes glad in their county highway work to do the earth mov- 
ing, to throw up the embankment, which cuts the cost down to a very 
minimum for the soil conservation district that is helping to build 
that embankment. 

Just a little riprap, just a little inverted culvert, that is a vertical 
culvert that discharges this water within 24 hours, and the local 
branches of government appreciate the value of that. So you get 
the cooperation from the top down without anyone trying to steal 
the show or try ing to avoid its reasonable share of the cost. 

The CHatmrman. That is a very tempting invitation to visit the 
Washita district. I hope we can avail ourselves of it sometime. As 
vou doubtelss know, several members of the committee visited the 
national forest lands in the West this year. One of the places that 
stands out most vividly in the mind of the chairman is the work 
which has been done in the Wasatch Mountains. 

It sounds almost like Washita—in the Wasatch Mountains which 
form a background for that wonderful valley between Salt Lake 
City and Ogden. We saw how the work had been done there for 


orassing’ over a few thousand acres, terracn Oo na eestabdlishing 
the watershed that plaved such a vital part in the prevention of 
floods going down through those villag nd al toring and 
maintaining the water supply for them. I think there is a pretty 
striking example in that. There is no doubt but what the Washita 
work would give us a different kind of anexample. We really ought 
to see it sometime. We are vei happy to | f ou with us, Mike. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much for t opportunity, sir 

The Cuatrrman. The last witness we have tt tis W. E 
Welsh. secretaryv-manager of the National Le { ! Association 


Mr. Welsh. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER, 
NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Wetsu. My name is William E. Welsh, and I am secretary- 
manager of the National Reclamation Association. At the outset 
I would like to say that we heartily approve of the objectives of this 
bill. We think they are excellent. Mr. Chairmat 4 if ] may, I woul | 
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like to file my statement for the record and I will guarantee I will 
not take as long to summarize it as I would to read it. 

The Cuairman. All right. You are probably experienced in that 
line. We will be very glad to have you summarize it. 

Mr. We su. First I would like to call attention to the fact that 
the statements that may have been handed out yesterday contained 
an error on page 3 at the bottom of the page, the middle of that 
paragraph where it refers to the Secretary of the Interior. It should 
be the Secretary of Agriculture. 

In the arid west, which is the area which our association represents 
largely—we actually have membership in the 17 Western States com- 
prising the western half of the United States—but in the arid west 
particularly the problems I believe are considerably different than 
they are in the Midwest. and the Kast, more humid areas of the 
country. 

There are two particular points which I would like to refer to and 
two amendments which I think would be beneficial to the West. First 
we would like to propose that the bill be amended to require com- 
pliance with State laws, and to accomplish that we would propose 
the amendment which will be found at the bottom of page 3 of my 
prepared statement. The first calls for a short insertion in the 
present bill, and the second would provide for the addition of the 
tollowing paragraph. I would like to say that the wording in that 
paragraph at the bottom of page 3 is taken verbatim from the original 
Reclamation Act, an act that was inaugurated and accomplished under 
the leadership of one of the greatest conservationists which this coun- 
try has known, President Theodore Roosevelt. 

That provision at the bottom of the bill was taken verbatim from 
section 8 of the National Reclamation Act which was adopted in 1902. 
In support of that amendment, Mr. Chairman, I have two telegrams 
from the State of Texas. One of them is from the president of the 
Texas Water Conservation Association, which is one of the strongest 
local associations dealing with water in any State of the West. And 
the other is from the Texas State Board of Water Engineers. Would 
you desire that those be read or shall I file them for the record, Mr. 
Chairman ? 

The CuarrMan. We will be glad to have the telegrams made a part 
of the record, Mr. Welsh. 

Mr. Wetsu. The first is signed by Mr. Guy C. Jackson, the president 
of the Texas Water Conservation Association, and the other by Mr. 
H, A. Beckwith, chairman of the Texas State Board of Water 
Engineers. 

(The documents referred to are as follows J 
AusTIN, TEX., January 12, 1954. 
Wa. E. WELSH, 
Secretary-Manager, National Reclamation Association, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Re Hope-Aiken bill. The Texas State Board of Water Engineers urges that this 
bill be amended so as to require the Department of Agriculture and Soil Conser- 
vation Service to comply with State laws in the construction and operation of 
water flow retardation and detention dams. The board is not opposed to soil 
conservation and flood control. It is opposed to the method of operation whereby 
the water stored in such projects is wasted by evaporation and where the opera- 
tion of such structures adversely affects existing water rights granted under 
State law. 

Texas STATE BOARD OF WATER ENGINEERS, 
H. A. BECKWITH, Chairman, 





SOIL CONSERVATION AND FLOOD PREVENTION PROJECTS 71 


Wo. E. WEtsH, 
Secretary-Manager, National Reclamation Association 








0 

Re Hope-Aiken bill. The Texas Water Conserva wiation has from 
time to time, through appropriate resolutions, u t ‘ongress ft enact 
legislation requiring the Department of Agri a Const on 
Service to comply with State water laws in the construction ar of 
water-flow and retardation dams. The association is not opp on 
servation and flood control. In fact, it has, through the years the 
program. The association is opposed to the method of operatioz hereby the 
water stored in the so-called water-flow retardatiot and detent n dams is wasted 
by evaporation and where the operation of such structure adversely affects exist- 
ing water rights granted under State water laws Theref the Texas Water 
Conservation Association urges that Congress amend the Hope-Aiken bill so as to 


require the Department of Agriculture and Soi Cama vation Service to comply 
with State water laws in the construction and operation of such projects. 


TEXAS WATER CONSERY ON ASSOCIATION, 
Guy C, JACKSON, J1 President, 


Mr. Wetsn. Also in connection with that proposed amendment, I 
would like to call your attention to the statements which I h lave em- 
bodied in my statement from the State engineer of the State of Wyo- 
ming, Mr. L. C. Bishop. That statement appears on page a of my 
statement. 

I would like to say also that Pe evening [ had quite a length y discus- 
sion with the State engineer of New Mexico, Mr. John R. Erickson, on 
this. He did not have the time to prepare a statement, but he also 
urged the inclus sion of an ame ndment In thi S DI il] wh Ch Would require 
compliance with State laws in dealu Sek water resources of the 

various streams of the West. 

The CuarrMan. Have you studied the proposed amendments that 
the American Farm Bureau Federation submitted yesterday? I ad- 
mit I have not had time to do it yet. 

Mr. WeELSH. No, I have lous died them « ivefuliy I do not think 
they covered that particular | oint 

The CuatrmMan. No, I do not think so either, but I think they in- 
tended to preserve the rights of the States to make sure there would 
be no doubt. 

Mr. Wetsu. The other point which I would like to emphasize is the 
fact that in the arid West most of the watersheds are fed rally owned 
and are large watersheds. You referred to the Wasatch watershed 
a few minutes ago. I was watermaster on a stream in southwester 
Idaho before I came ba k here for a period of 24 vears., L to k the 
initiative in getting the Forest Service into that area to establish ex 
perimental stations. Those experimental statiot re still there 
The protection of the watersheds in those area of the very utmost 
Importance. 

I would like to emphasize just two things. First, they are very 
largely federally owned, and because of that ‘fact we feel that there 
should be a greater participation by the Federal Government than 
there would be under other circumstances. 

Also. we believe because of the size of the watersheds in those areas 
that there should be an e xception there which would pern it the treat 
ment of a larger area than the limit of 250,000 acres which is proposed 
in this bill. Then one other thought. We believe, too, that such a 
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program of land-treatment measures should have the full support of 
the locality affected. I happen to know that in the State of Arizona 
there is a wide difference of opinion, and the re are a good many there 
who doubt the wisdom of certain treatments that are being carried on 
by some of the agencies. 

Senator Scuorrret. Mr. Chairman, would you mind an interrup- 
tion there by way of a query # 

Mr. Wetsu. No, sir. 

Senator Scuorrret. Where you say the full approval, to what ex- 
tent do you think we should ap yproach that? Would it be from a 
conservation level or all officials of the district level, or just how ? 

Mr. Wexsu. I think State approval would be adequate. 

The Cuarrman. As I recall it, the farm bureau offered an amend- 
ment yesterday which would prevent bypassing the State. 

Senator Hotitanp. If there were a State agency set up / 

The Cuamman. If there isa State agency set up. 

Mr. Weusu. I think that would be adequate. 

Senator Hotitanp. But the farm bureau w ane ss testified that in the 
event there was not any State agency set up, he felt that in that case 
the matter should require submission to the Governor of the State for 
his approval. 

The Cuarrman. I think Mr. Welsh has made some very meritorious 
suggestions this morning. I do not guarantee that all of them will be 
covered in this particular bill, but 1 do feel that the members of this 
committee and the public at large is not going to be happy until we 
have a complete program of conservation covering all these various 
types oflands. Weare working to that end. 

Mr. Wevsu. We were sure that was the intent of the committee, Mr. 
Chairman. | appreciate the opportunity of appearing and we espe- 
cially appreciate the interest which you and others have taken in 
supporting this measure because we belie ‘ve the objectives are excellent. 


(‘The prepared statement of Mr. Welsh is as follows: ) 


STA MED FILED BY WILLIAM E. WetsH, SecreTary-MANAGER, NATIONAL 
RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


My name is William E. Welsh. I am secretary-manager of the National 


Reclamation Association, and I am appearing on behalf of that association. 
The primary interest of our association is in the conservation and development 


of the water resources of the western half of the United States. We are, 
ther re, vitally interested in the general purposes and cbjectives of the legis- 
lation, wl s under consideration by your committee, S, 2549 
The National Reclamation Association has strong and active members in each 
of the 17 Western States which comprise approximately 60 percent of the area 
of the United States. This association was organized in Salt Lake City in 1932 
upon the call of Mr. George H, Dern, tormer Governor of Utah. It was organized 
n western leaders, including many western governors, were fearful 
that we might lose the entire reclamation program in the West. It was organized 
to save reclamation. Since that time our general objectives have been broadened 


to include every phi ise of deve lopment and conservation of our natural resources. 


OBJECTIVES 
The primary objectives of - >» association as set forth in the constitution of the 
association ha remained fundamentally the same and are indicated by section 


3 of the constitution as rata 


“PURPOSES 


“Seo. 3. The purposes of the association shall be to promote the development, 
control, conservation, preservation and utilization of the water resources of the 
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reclamation States, to work for the continuation of the services and the coordi- 
nation of the activities of the presently existing Federal nei i } 





oe es dealing with 
these water resources, to cooperate with and assist such agencies in securing 
prompt authorization and construction of those Federal projects which meet w 
the approval of the State and localities affected, to assist t reclal ion States 


and water users thereof in the economic development and operation of water 
improvements and the integrati of their activities with existing Federal 
agencies, to preserve the rights and interests of the reclamation States in their 
water resources, and to promote the adoption of legislation in furtherance of, 
and to oppose legislation detrimental to, these purposes.” 











However, as stated above, the association has broadened its activities con 
siderably since that time. Today the single segm« f our me ers 
comprises officers, directors, and representatives of water users tions 
such as irrigation districts on Federal reclamation projects from ite in 


the West. These men are legally authorized by virtue of the positions which they 
hold as officers of these irrigation d 

throughout the West. Consequently, we are very much interested in the problems 
which concern the irrigation farmers of the West, and I believe we are author 
ized to speak for them and represent them on matters pertaining to irrigation 
and reclamation. It is on behalf of those people, the irris 
West, who know the problems of the irrigated West and who are vitally concerned 
with those problems, that I appear before you today. 

The association, at its last annual meeting in Reno, Nev., unanimously adopted 
resolutions urging “acceleration of the Forest Service program of revegetation, 
watershed restoration, range improvements, and physical improvements of na- 
tional forests”; and “accelerate the program of the Soil Conservation Service to 
provide more adequate assistance to the soil conservation districts”; and “sup- 
port research, investigation, and action programs in soil and water conservation, 
basic and essential to the sound development and full continued care of the 
Nation’s land and water resources basinwide and in harmony with multiple-use 
projects development.” 

Following also is our resolution No. 1, adopted at Reno, Nev 


istricts to speak for thousands of farmers 





farmers of the 


“SUBJECTION OF ALL FEDERAL AGENCIES TO STATE WATER LAWS 


“Whereas the authority to regulate and control the appropriation, distribution 
and use of the waters of streams arising in States lying wholly or partly west 
of the 98th meridian is properly the exclusive sovereign function of the States; 
and 

“Whereas existing laws have not resulted in clear and uniform practice in 
accordance with said principles by all Federal agencies and officers having to 
do with use or development of water resources: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, by the National Reclamation Association, reaffirming and amplifying 
its policy developed during past years by appropriate resolutions, That the asso- 
ciation urges the enactment of a Federal law clearly and unequivocally recog 
nizing the title of the States to waters therein, and requiring all Federal agencies 
and officers to proceed in conformity with State water laws in all matters having 
to do with appropriation, adjudication, use, ownership, and distribution of water 
and water rightsin such States: Be it further 

“Resolved, That the association strongly urges the cooperation of the executive 
branch of the Government in the attainment of the above objectives.” 


GENERAL OBJECTIVES S. 2549 COMMENDABLE 


The general objectives of the proposed legislation, S. 2549, are very con 
mendable indeed. We all recognize the necessity of preserving and protecting 
not only for the present generation, but for future generations as well, our farm 
lands, ranges, and forest lands which combine to form our greatest natura 
resources. Particularly, do we recognize the importance of protecting water 
sheds of our great river basins and their tributary streams down to the smallest 
creek for the benefit of all those who are dependent upon the yield of waters 
from those watersheds for their very subsistence. We of the West are par 
ticularly aware of the need for that type of conservation. We commend those 
who are sponsoring this legislation for taking the initiative in such worthwhile 
objectives. 

WEST NOT PROTECTED 


The bill S. 2549, in its present form, does not adequately protect or provide for 
the interests of the West. There are two amendments which would be required, 
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in fact would be absolutely necessary, if the West is to be protected by the pro- 
visions of this bill. 

1. The bill should be amended to provide that Federal agencies, in carrying 
out the provisions of the bill, should be required to comply with State laws. 

-. In the mountainous areas of the West where a major portion of the water- 
sheds are public lands, the limitations on the size of the area eligible to receive 
“land treatment measures” should be removed, and there should be a clear-cut 
understanding that the Federal share of such treatments would have to be 
considerably more in those areas where the Federal Government owns the major 
portion of the watersheds. 

With respect to No, 1 above, “compliance with State laws,” we propose the 
following amendments: 

(a) On page 3, line 23, after the words “right of way,” insert the following 
“and rights to the use of water or evidence thereof.” 

(b) On page 5, line 18, after “President,” add the following: ‘Nothing in this 
act shall be construed as affecting or intended to affect or to in any way interfere 
with the laws of any State or Territory relating to the control, appropriation, 
use, or distribution of water, or any vested right acquired thereunder and the 
Secretary of Agriculture in carrying out the provisions of this act, shall proceed 
in conformity with such laws, and nothing herein shall in any way affect any 
right of any State or of the Federal Government or of any landowner, appro- 
priator, or user of water in, to, or from any interstate stream or the waters 
thereof. The provisions of this act shall not be construed as affecting or intend- 
ing to affect in any manner whatsoever the provisions of section 8, Reclamation 
Act, 1902.” 

The language in the proposed amendment b, suggested above, is taken verba- 
tim from section 8 of the Reclamation Act of 1902. This provision has been in 
effect for more than 50 years, and the Bureau of Reclamation has consistently 
complied with State laws in the same manner as an individual would be com- 
pelled to comply with State laws. 

Section 8 of the Reclamation Act is almost sacred to the people of the West. 
It was a part of a great conservation movement inaugurated and carried into 
law under the direction of one of the country’s greatest conservationists—Theo- 
dore Roosevelt We strongly believe that every Federal agency should be re- 
quired to comply with State laws in the same manner as the Bureau of Recla- 
mation. We further believe that the sanctity of section 8 of the Reclamation 
Act should be maintained. For the foregoing reasons we strongly urge that the 
amendments which I have proposed be added to this bill. 

I would like to emphasize that throughout the arid and the semiarid West 
vater is the very lifeblood of the country. No one, including the Federal Gov- 
ernment, should be permitted to take any action which might in any way affect 
the use of waters by other users on a stream without fully complying with exist 
ing State law. In every State in the West, and in practically every irrigated 
section of the West, the water rights upon which those irrigated areas depend 
have been adjudicated in the State courts. It is not an overstatement to say 
that the economy of a very large part of the West is dependent upon the water 
rights which have been adjudicated by the State courts. 


WESTERN WATER LAW-—DOCTRINE OF APPROPRIATION 


Throughout the arid and semiarid West, almost entirely, the doctrine of appro- 
priation prevails. This doctrine is based upon the principle of beneficial use of 
water. It recognizes that he who is “first in time is first in right.’”” The water 
law of the West has a long and impressive history. It started with the miners 
in California and early day Mormons in Utah more than 100 years ago. It devel- 
oped through necessity, partly by legislative enactment, partly through court 
decisions, and is backed by history and tradition. It cannot be set aside or 
fundamentally altered without seriously affecting the economy of the western 
half of the United States. 

We of the West have a very strong reason for asking for an amendment to this 
bill which will require compliance with State laws. Evaporation is a factor to 
be reckoned with in the storing of water in reservoirs, large or small, in the 
West That is particularly true in the Southwest. Ifa Federal agency is granted 
authority to construct a series of so-called conservation reservoirs on some of 
the smaller streams and tributaries, and to store water in the reservoirs in the 
name of conservation, irrespective of State law and irrespective of the effect 
such storage of water may have upon other water users who may possess adjudi- 
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cated water rights, and therefore have | 
may well be that that water is lost to all beneficia 

On one stream in the State of Texas, J. E. Sturrock, secretary-manager of the 
Texas Water Conservation Association, advised me that 11 cities are making 
application to purchase water from a reservoir built by the Army engineers, but 
now with the possibility of the so-called conservation program of reservoirs under 
consideration in the upper watersheds there arises a serious question as to 
whether there will be enough water for the cities 

L. C. Bishop, the State engineer of Wyoming, advised me within the last 2 
days that in that State more than 7,000 such structures have been built by 
different agencies within the Department of Agriculture without applying for a 
permit or in any way complying with Wyoming State laws. 

I would like at this point to include in the record the following statement 
prepared by the State engineer of Wyoming and submitted at a meeting of the 
Missouri Basin Interagency Committee a year ago. 


to such waters, the result 





“APPENDIX I 
“COMPLIANCE OF FEDERAL AGENCIES WITH STATE LAWS 


“Prepared by L. C. Bishop, Wyoming State engineer and interstate streams 
commissioner, January 28, 1953, at Sioux City, lowa 


“Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the Missouri Basin Interagency Committee: 

“The subject selected by me, Compliance of Federal Agencies With State Laws, 
is one of concern to all the States of the semiarid West 

“T have discussed this subject with most of the State engineers of the 17 States 
west of the Mississippi River, and all complain of violation of their laws by one 
or more Federal agencies. 

“For a better understanding of this discussion of the subject allotted to me, 
it is necessary to outline briefly certain provisions of our State water laws, 
Realizing the value of its water resources and that the proper regulation of 
storage, diversion and use of its waters was of vital importance to the citizens 
of our State, Wyoming, on becoming a State, immediately set up a code of Water 
laws and a system of water administration to protect the rights of the appropria- 
tors under the doctrine of prior appropriators. It provided a method of estab- 
lishing and recording priorities. 

“Section 71-601, Wyoming Compiled Statutes, 1945, provides that ‘Any 
person, corporation, association, or organization of any nature whatsoever, 


hereafter intending to store or impound, for beneficial uses, any of the un- 
appropriated waters of the State of Wyoming, shall, before commencing co 
struction of any works for such purpose, or performing any work in connection 
with such proposed construction, make an application to the State engineer for a 
permit to construct a reservoir.’ 

“Section 71-241, Wyoming Compiled Statutes, 1945, provides in part ‘If ap- 


proved, the applicant shall be authorized, on receipt thereof, to proceed with 
the construction of the necessary works, and to take all steps required to apply 
the water to a beneficial use, and to perfect the proposed appropriation If the 
application is refused, the applicant shall take no steps vard the prosecution 
of the work, or the diversion and use of the public water so long as such refusal 


shall continue in force.’ 

“Another provision of our laws (section 71-312, W. C. S., 1945) is as follows: 
‘Duplicate plans for any diversion dam across the channel of a running stream, 
about 5 feet in height, or any other diversion dam intended to retain water above 
10 feet in height, shall be submitted to the State engineer for his approval, and 
it shall be unlawful to construct such diversion dam until the plans have been 
approved,’ 

“The wording of the statutes is clear and it means just what it says. How- 
ever, it is repeatedly violated in Wyoming. For instance the PMA has built 


many thousand stock reservoirs for which permit applications have not been 
filed and which in many instances have not been provided with outlet works 
that could be regulated or adequate wasteways to care for floods. This agency 
is the principal violator. Its agents contact the ranchers to sell their program 
of benefits and in some instances have informed them that permits from the 
State are not necessary. 

“It is quite possible that this agency of the Department of Agriculture has 
spent as much public funds on construction of stock-water reservoirs and spreader 
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dams in violation of our laws as the Bureau of Reclamation, an agency of the 
Department of the Interior, has spent in compliance with our laws. 

“Since both of these agencies are represented on the Missouri Basin Inter 
agency Committee, it is my hope that these representatives will report this 
matter to Someone higher up who will see to it that no agency of either Depart 
ment can spend any Federal benefit funds on any project in any State until the 
laws of the State in which the funds are to be expended have been fully complied 
with. 

“It is true that most of these reservoirs store only a few acre-feet of water 
and are in locations where they do not interfere with prior rights, that many 
are located where it has greatly complicated the work of the water commis- 
sioners and in many cases led to serious disputes. A party with a valid right 
sees others above him on the stream build with the aid of the Federal Govern- 
ment, or some agency itself, build other structures which cuts off his water 
supply to which he is legally entitled.” 

With respect to the limitation which is placed on land treatment measures in 
section 2 of the bill (S. 2549), we would especially like to call attention to the 
fact that in a great many of the watersheds on the various river basins of the 
West, a very large percent of the lands are federally owned, either under the 
jurisdiction of the Forest Service or the Bureau of Land Management. Further- 
more, many of these watersheds are very large in size. We believe that under 
such conditions there should be an amendment to the bill which would permit 
land treatment measures to be undertaken in watersheds greater than 250,000 
acres. Furthermore, on such watersheds (particularly in the Far West, where 
a large percentage of the watersheds are federally owned, there should be a 
definite and a clear-cut understanding to the effect that the Secretary would be 
permitted to contribute a much greater proportionate share of the costs of land 
treatment measures. 

For a period of 24 years prior to the time that I came to Washington 4 years 
ago, I was watermaster on a small river—the Boise River in southwestern Idaho. 
It was my duty and responsibility to see that the waters of that river were 
properly distributed among the adjudicated users thereof including an agricul- 
tural area of approximately 340,000 acres of irrigated land as well as a number 
of municipalities. This river, like many rivers in the mountainous areas in the 
West, is a short, flashy, turbulent stream. It rises in the Sawtooth Mountains, 
the highest peaks of which are approximately 10,000 feet above sea level and 
empties into the Snake River about 150 miles to the west of its source at an 
elevation of about 2,300 feet above sea level. Thus, it falls 8,000 feet within 
a distance of 150 miles. On that river we were confronted with all of the 
problems usually found on any western stream in connection with properly and 
adequately safeguarding and protecting the watershed. In addition to the 340,- 
000 acres of irrigated land, there were 150,00 people who were dependent to a 
very large degree for their subsistence and livelihood upon a well-sustained river 
runofi 

This watershed, like the watersheds of most western streams, is very largely 
federally owned If the interests of these people who are dependent upon this 
river for their subsistence are to be adequately protected, the Federal Govern- 
ment with its predominant interest in the watershed must assume a major 
portion of the land treatment measures necessary to protect that watershed. 


LOCAL PARTICIPATION SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED 


We do believe, however, that there should be local participation in areas where 
there is an extensive local or private ownership of the lands. For that reason, 
we believe it would be well to consider amendments which would encourage 
local and State participation in the conservation and land treatment proposals 
to be authorized in this legislation in areas where there is a sizable proportion 
of private, local, or State ownership of the watersheds under consideration. 


UPSTREAM WATERSHED TREATMENT NOT SUFFICIENT ALONE 


My endorsement to the objectives of the bill should definitely not be construed 
to mean that upstream land treatment and watershed protective measures 
are sufficient alone to control the floods of the rivers of the West. Most assuredly 
these land treatment watershed protective measures are of the utmost impor- 
tance. They should, however, be carried forward in cooperation, wherever 
possible and feasible, with local interests and in every circumstance only with 
the full approval of local interests. We should, however, bear in mind that the 
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flood-control dams constructed under the direction of the Army engineers are 
equally important. All of these various phases of a river-basin flood-control 
program should be integrated «nd coordinated and carried forward together in 
the interests of the entire river basin. 


CONCLUSION 


S. 2549 in its present form will not meet the requirements of the West. The 


amendments proposed should be adopted. Federal agencies in carrying out the 
provisions of this act should by all means be required to comply with State laws 
Local participation should be encouraged in areas where private ownership 
prevails, but in the watersheds of the West where the Federal Government owns 
the major portions of the watersheds, the Federal Government should assume 
the greater proportion of the land treatment measures. These watershed treat 
nient programs, however, should be carried forward only with the full approval 


of the people of the localities affected. 

Respectfully submitted. 

WILLIAM E. WELSH, 
Secretary-Manager. 

The Cuamman. Next Thursday we are planning hearings on the 
range-improvement bill which deals with those public lands under 
the jurisdiction of the Forest Service and under ‘the jurisdiction of 
this committee. 

Senator ELtenper. Have we in the record the estimated cost of this 
to the Federal Government and to the various participants 1n the 
program ¢ 

The Cuarrman. I do not think there is any record of it. I do not 
know that there can be. 

Senator E,tenper. As I recall when requests have come before th« 
Appropriations Committee that was one of the main reasons why n¢ 
more money was appropriated because of the indefiniteness of the cost. 
Some individuals estimated it would cost $50 billion to do it; others, 
various amounts. It seems to me that if we are to present this matter 
to the Senate, we ought at least to obtain from some source the approxi 
mate cost. 

The Cuatrman. We will ask the Department if they can make an 
estimate of the costs. I would imagine it would be very - diffic ult be 
cause the costs would depend on so many different factors. 

Senator ELtenper. Let them make their report, having the pending 
bill in mind. 

Senator Hotuanp. Mr. Chairman, I do not see how it would 
possible for them to make any estimate because in the first place no 
body knows how many such joint programs will be suggested and 
will justify their completion, and in the secon d place, nobody knows 
as to each or any of them what the basis of participation between th« 
Federal Government and local or State governments will be. 

So it looks to me as if it would be a complete impossibility to get 
a figure on the costs. 

The CratrmMan. Since Mr. Young of the Soil Conservation Ser 
is here, could you give us any idea as to the possibility of answering 
an inquiry like that ? 

Senator Scnorerret. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman from the 
Department elaborates on the question that the Senator from Louisi- 
ana asked I would like to say one thing. I have been in attendance 
at all of these matters with the exception of one witness. I thought 
that it was brought out in the hearing here that each of these matters 
would be individualized and then it would be the function of the 
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Congress and the Appropriations Committee to pass on them, after 
examining a breakdown as to all the costs incidental to that one 
Pp roje ct. 

That is the impression that I gathered, because I thought as the 

Senator from Louisiana thought, well, what is this overall thing 
going to amount to in dollars and cents, and how is it going to be 
handled? It was in the record, I am sure, what that ad ditional ap 
proach would be. I think it was Senator Young who made inquiry 
into that as a member of the Appropriations Committee on agricul- 
tural matters 

I think he brought that out. That allayed my fears as to what the 
overall costs would be because it would have to be individualized, 
would be broken down, justification given, and it would come before 
us as individual projects. Maybe I am wrong. 

Senator ELLtenper. What I had in mind is not so much fear on my 
part of the cost of it, but simply for the Senators who are going to 
handle this bill to be in a position to answer those questions because 
I am sure they are going to be asked. It strikes me that if we can 
not get it overall, let us get some examples of projects that have already 
been treated along this line, because I think we had some. How many 
are there ? 

Senator Hotnanp. Sixty-five. 

Senator Exnenper. It strikes me what we should have is some evi- 
dence to indicate the cost of those projects that have alre ady been 
started and possibly completed. This would apparently be the best 
information that would bear on any question that would be asked i 
reference to the overall cost. 

The Cuarman. Would it be all right, Senator Ellender, if we asked 
the Department to take some typical projects and give us the cost? 

Senator ELLenper. I think it would help. 

menatol Hor LAND. They could vive us, of course, the fioures on all 
65 of the projects that they spoke of yesterday, but this is a general au 
thorization of the program which would require as Senator Schoeppel 
said, the specifie authorization of each project. It is just like the gen- 
eral flood-control bill, and there was no possible estimate at that time 
as to how many rivers were going to be developed and how much the 
{final eosts would be. That question is voing to have to be answered 
on each specific projec a but | thoroughly agree that the compilation 
of the figures on the 65 projects already completed or in motion would 
give some basic information. 

Each project of that 65 had to be handled on its own facts, and 
each 1 ahead has got to be. 

Senator ELienper. In addition to that, Senator Holland, suppose 
we should obtain from the Department an estimate of these 65 projects 

id find out percentagewise, if we can, what areas of the country they 
cover. We might then be able to estimate other costs. Those ques- 
tions I am sure are going to be asked. They have been asked by the 
Appropriations Committee members, and if we have it available, it 
will make it so much easier for us to get it through without too much 
oppoistion. I have not heard of any opposition, but yet I believe we 
ought Ene for any emergency. 

The CHatrMan. I suppose that one could sit down and work out an 
lence a complete job of soil and water conservation which would 
cost $50 billion over the next 50 to 100 years. But even so, we have 
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been spending not far short of that amount i preparatiol for national 
defense each vear the last few years, and certainly a program of con- 
servation ot soil and water resources | woul ay one of the nrst 


principles of national defense. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. It should come before defense. or along with it. 
I know that. I simply asked the question because if we have such 
facts in the record, it will Sin ply make our labors t] { much easier, 

The Cuarmman. Mr. Young, could you take some of these projects 
and work out the probable cost for the record, and a division of the 
costs, too ¢ 

Mr. Youne (Deputy Administrator, Soil Conservation Service, De 
partment of Agriculture). As you know, we estimated the 65 to cost 
somewhere in the neighborhood of $29 million. I have forgotten just 
what it is, but it is near that. 

Senator HoLLANb. You mean the Federal cost or the total cost ? 

Mr. YOUNG. The Federal cost. The cost will be approximately 
double that amount. 

Seantor Ie LENDER. What size area would that t ike care of ¢ 

Mr. Youna. I can not recall that but we can get that. 

Senator Eiienper. If we could vet the cost for those projects and 
slos the size of the area included, we might be ab] 
programs more accurately, 

Mr. Youna. I think, however, if that if for example the area of the 
65 watersheds is 2 percent of the national total. we could not expand 
that any say therefore the cost on the other 98 percent would be in 
proportion. 

The CHaiRMAN. Why do you not make a little statement and point 
that out in your statement when you submit the examples? , 

Mr. Youne. All right. 

Senator Hotianpb. Mr. Chairman, I hope the statement will be more 
specific than that. I hope it will give us an outline | 


e to estimate proposed 


1 
y some method 


ii 
of compilation of the experience under these 65 projects. I under 
stand that some of them were constructed by the State or local agen 


cles and some by the Federal agencies. That would be a logit al basis 
for separation. I understand that the percel tage o! participation of 
the Federal Government varies, and of course thi re and so forth 
will vary. But they could certainly classify them by 4 or 5 standards, 
of which I have mentioned 3. 

Then the compilation of the whole would give ome information. 
I thoroughly agree that you cannot project that certain percentage of 
the coverage of the Nation to cover it all because a large area of the 
Nation is either on trunk-water channels, or approximate to the sea 
coast, or for one reason or another has no such problem at all. 

The CuHatrRMAN. Also, as it has been pointed out, this pre | 
lation covers the land under private ownership w th the exception of 


where the Government happens to own a piece of land whi 


roseqd legis 


h comes 
into the area, and that one of the major problems that affects the coun- 
try so much is publicly owned land. We saw so much of that wh 
was being eroded and gvoing to pieces rather fast. We 


ch 
saw other 
areas that were well cared for that were showing improvement year 
after year. . 

But one of the major problems in conservation comes on land under 
the ownership of the Government particularly, you might say, the 
land under the Department of the Interior. 
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Senator Hotiuanp. Mr. Chairman, according to my understanding, 
the comprehensive plan for development of the Columbia Basin 
adopted some years ago, assigned to the Department of Agriculture 
the specific authority to act in the field which would be covered by 
this proposed legislation. I hope that we may have from the De- 
partment of Agriculture a report as to their operations within that 
basin, and as to the amount of appropriations that they have had and 
the amount of stream developments, protective structures that we have 
had, as to the degree of local cooperation, and of State cooperation, 
and as to their whole progress in that basis, because there, as I under- 
stand it, there has been no absence of the type of legislation that we are 
considering here for the whole Nation. The amount of work ac 
tually done must have depended, first, on Federal appropriations and, 
second, the degree of cooperation and local funds available for this 
type of work. 

I think we should have a report covering that relatively large sec 
tion of the Nation that would throw a great deal of light on this whole 
prospect under this bill. 

The CuarrMan. Very well. Will you furnish that information, Mr. 
Young ? 

Mr. Youne. Yes, sir; I will furnish that information. 

(The information is as follows:) 


PILoT WATERSHED PROJECTS 


(This statement is supplied in response to the request of Chairman Aiken to 
Gladwin Young, Deputy Administrator, Soil Conservation Service, for informa- 
tion concerning experiences to date on the 65 watershed projects.) 

The 65 approved pilot watershed projects, of which 62 have been thus far des 
ignated for operations, will include an aggregate area of nearly 5,000 square 
miles or 3,200,000 acres. The estimated total cost of carrying out the proposed 
watershed protection program in these projects, developed in cooperation with 
the local sponsoring agencies and other local leaders, will be approximately $72 
million, of which amount it is expected that the Federal share will be approxi- 
mately $29 million. In other words, more than 50 percent of the cost of the 
work to be done, including land easements and rights-of-way, will be provided 
by local people and local and State governments. About $1 million of the total 
Federal cost will go to treatment of federally owned public lands within these 
watersheds. No matching of this cost will be expected as it is considered a 


Federal obligation. These figures are, of course, tentative and are subject to 
adjustment when the final work plans are completed and approved by local 
people and representatives of the Department. Using these figures as a basis, 


however, the total cost per acre for carrying the program to completion on these 
65 watersheds will be ahout $22.50. It should not be inferred that this per-acre 
cost could be applied to the total land area of the country or to any major region 
thereof. A very substantial part of the Nation’s area would require much less 
protection than the areas included in these projects. The projects were selected 
in general because they are representative of critical problem areas 
The benefits within the small watersheds will exceed by a very substantial 
margin the total cost involved. However, it should be pointed out that the ben 
» not confined to the small watersheds themselves but extend far down 
stream in many-cases. The programs in these watersheds will provide reduction 
of fiood and sediment damages and protect Federal investments on the main 
rivers against damages from excessive siltation. 


(See p. 114 for further information.) 


CoLUMBIA BASIN 


(This statement is supplied in response to the request of Chairmar 
Gladwin Young, Deputy Administrator, Soil Conservation Service, for 
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tion concerning any special authorizations for watershed programs or other 
special work of the Department of Agriculture in the Columbia Basin.) 

No specific authority has been granted to the Department of Agriculture for 
watershed programs in the Columbia River Basin as a whol The nat ide 
programs of the Department in soil and water conservation, forestry, and related 
work are, of course, operating in this basin as they are elsewhere in the Nation 
Three of the pilot watershed projects have been designated in this basin—2 in 
Washington and 1 in Idaho. The Department has made a ¢ prehensive inves 


tigation of agricultural needs of the basin under its existing authorities, in- 


cluding the Flood Control Acts 1936. No specific appropriation for general 
basin investigations in the Columbia area was made to the Dep ment for this 
purpose. The investigation was made as a part of its normal activities. A 
summary report is now in the process of review and should be ready for publi 
cation by the end of this fiscal year The report wi e an informational do 


ment outlining the agricultural and conservation needs of this major river basin 
The CHarrMan. Is there anything further? If not, the hearing is 
adjourned. 
(Whereupon, at 11: 32 the committee was adjourned. ) 
( Additional statements filed with the committee are as follows :) 


IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, IN¢ 
Denver, Colo., January 11, 1954. 
Hon. GEORGE D, AIKEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR AIKEN: You have already received a letter from William Voigt, 
Jr., executive director of the Izaak Walton League of America, pointing out 
the league’s interest in such legislation as 8S. 2549, and our belief in the funda- 
mental importance of upstream flood control through improved programs of watel 
shed protection and land management. 

I would like to supplement Mr. Voigt’s statement and reaffirm it from the 
standpoint of my personal acquaintance with conservation organizations through- 
out the West and with sportsmen and sportsmen’s organizations generally. You 
will be interested to Know, for example, that Colorado sportsmen are very much 


interested in the subject, and in that connection the edit f Colorado Con 
tion, official publication of the Colorado Game and Fish D ment, has asked 
me to write an article for their forthcoming issue, descr ¢ in some detail 


the first pilot project to be developed in the Kiowa Lijou area of the eastern 
part of the State. 
Sincerely, 


Hon. GreorGe D,. AIKEN, 
Washington, D. ¢ 





DEAR SENATOR: This is to pledge our support to 8 No. 2549 I 
ing scheduled for heari! Jan 14 

I have written both Senator Martin and Senator Du Senators from 
Pennsylvania asking that they support this | 

A series of small dams on a watershed will hold n ind at less cost 
as to construction and land damage than a large di: 

They will also create more places for recreation and the multiple uses of the 
public than a large dam. 

Thank you for your interest i nservation and assuring you the support of 


over 190,000 organized sportsmen from Pennsylvania, I 
Sincerely yours, 


President. Pennsylvania Federation of Sportsmen’s ¢ 
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
LEGISLATIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, D. C., January 14, 1954 
Hon. GEORGE D. AIKEN, 
Chairman, Senate Agriculture and Forestry Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR AIKEN: The Chamber of Commerce of the United States favors 
the principles embodied in your bill, S. 2549, being considered by the Agriculture 
and Forestry Committee, to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate 


h the State nd local agencies in planning and carrying out works of improve 
ment for soil conservation, and for other purposes. During the first session of 


this Congress, the chamber advocated enactment of a similar bill, H. R. 4788 
ina statement to the House Agriculture Committee. 

The traditional methods of flood control have been by levees and big dams 
after flood waters have become channelized in the large streams. The chamber 


believes that more attention should be given to retarding the water on the land 
at or near where the rain falls, through soil-erosion practices, small check dams 
and water-spreading devices. The need for greater emphasis on upstream water 
shed protection was stressed by President Eisenhower in his state of the Union 
message on January 7, 1954, in these words: “I recommend enactment of legis 


lation to strengthen agricultural conservation and upstream flood-prevention 
work, and to achieve a better balance with major flood-control structures in the 
downstream areas,” 

We believe that the people of each subdrainage area should make their own 
determination of where emphasis should be placed and how remedies should be 
applied, and should share the costs with the Federal Government. Although 
these principles are incorporated in the Aiken bill, the chamber wishes to 
recommend two modifications of existing language in S. 2549. The proposed 
wording will clarify, first, the intent and, second, the extent, of Federal partici- 
pation in works of improvement under this act. 

Our first recommendation relates to section 5, page 4, beginning on line 19 
The following new language is offered for your consideration: 

as set forth in section 4, the Secretary is authorized to assist suel 
local organizations in undertaking the works of improvement pursuant to 

the conditions set f rth in section 3 of this Act: Provided * * ? ete.” 
This change would eliminate any inference that the Secretary is to have the 
responsibility for constructing the works of improvement, It would further in 


dicate that Federal funds were not to be allocated until an agreement had been 






reached under the ternis outlined in section 3. 
Our second recommendation relates to section 5, page 5, beginning on line 4 
The following new language is offered for your consideration : 


“Provided further, That any such plan which affects land under the juris 
diction of the Secretary of the Interior shall be submitted to him for his 

ews and recommendations at least 60 days prior to transmission of the 

an to the Congress through the President. The views and recommendations 
of the Secretary of the Interior, if received by the Secretary of Agriculture 
prior to the expiration of the above 60-day period, shall accompany the plan 
transmitted by the Secretary of Agriculture to the Congress throngh the 
President.’ 

This change would eliminate the need for examination of projects, contemplated 
under this act, by the Secretary of the Army. It is our belief that the objective 
of this act is to assist in carrying out works of improvement that are not physi- 
cally related or similar to those projects now undertaken by the Department of 
the Army. 

This proposed change also would eliminate the need for Interior Department 
recommendations except on projects affecting lands under its jurisdiction. It is 
our belief that the objective of this act is to assist in carrying out works of 
improvement that are neither similar to nor in lieu of improvements now under 
taken by the Department of the Interior. In the first place, no major irrigation 
work is possible under the provision of section 4-(2) of this act, and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior should not be required to pass judgment on projects outside 
its field of authority. In the second place, the Department of the Interior through 
the Bureau of Reclamation is now authorized to operate only in areas west of 
the 9Sth meridian. Their authority should not be extended to other parts of the 
country by means of review proceedings as now contemplated in section 5 of 
this act. 
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The chamber believes that the basic objectives of S. 2549 are of immeasurable 
importance to the growth and prosperity of this country, and that the best 
interests of all will be served by its passage. We respectfully urge you and your 
committee to study the two recommendations which we believe will increase the 
effectiveness of this legislation. 

We request that this letter be made a part of the record of your committee 
hearings. 

Cordially yours, 
CLARENCE R. MILES 


Hon. GeorGeE D. AIKEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Ser 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I regret very much that my schedule did not permit me to 
appear before your committee during the hearing on 8. 2549, introduced by you 
and others, including my colleague Senator Monroney, to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to cooperate with States and local agencies in the planning and 
earrying out of works of improvement for soil conservation, and for other 
purposes. 

May I take this privilege of expressing my opinion relative to this bill 

In the first place, I am sure you are aware that the State of Oklahoma now has 
1 of the 11 agricultural flood-prevention projects under construction on the 
Washita River. This project was authorized under the Flood Control Act of 1944 
and has been modified by two consecutive appropriation acts in 1950 and 1S 
A review of the survey report entitled ‘“‘Watershed of the Washita River, Okla 
and Tex.” (H. D. 275, 78th Cong., Ist sess.) was authorized by resolution of the 
Public Works Committee of the Senate in 1949, which I introduced 

The rate of appropriations has been entirely inadequate to meet the needs for 
this project. I believe that one of the causes for the delay in appropriations is a 
lack of thorough understanding of the importance of the project. The pendin 
bill should create a better climate for projects of this kind to receive appro 
priations. 


I am sure the committee is aware that the agricultural flood-control program 
under the Department of Agriculture is the most widely accepted tyne « edera 
project that has ever been undertaken. In the State of Oklahoma it has the full 


support of farmers, merchants, and the State government 


I am a member of the Public Works Committee to which this type of project 


has heretofore come for authorization. However, I am in full accord th the 
self-authorization features contained in the pending measure. I am sure you ar 


aware that the Bureau of Reclamation has authority to authorize projects wh 
meet certain requirements and I see no reason why a soil-conservation project 


should not be thus treated and I favor the bill substantially a ritter Ther 
are two suggestions which T would like to make 

(1) Add to section 4 the following subsectior “(4) Cor m tos 
relnting to water rights.” 

(2) I would also recommend a nrovision as follows ‘That before retentior 
reservoirs are constructed, a minim nO perer f tl ] e are il 
these reservoirs be required to be under agreement to ear out recommended 
soil-conservation measures and proper farm plans 

This requirement is made by e S« Conservation Service on the Washita 
project in Oklahoma. The provision w assur i better land use and prote¢ 
tion of the detention structure from siltatior 

I favor the proposed legislatior I would, howeve1 the committee’s at 


tention to the fact that the greatest deterrent to the construction of this tyne of 
project has been the refusal of the Congress to appropriate adequate funds to 
speedily construct projects now authorized 


I would remind the committee that s e 1936 the Department of Agriculture 
has had authority, under Public Law 738, 74th Congress, to make surveys and 
report to the Congress their find Ss on such projects The total number of 


projects for which they have had authority to make surveys and reports is mort 
than 1,100 which covers in excess of 70 percent of the total land area of the 
United States. 








- 
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Under this authorization the Department of Agriculture has submitted 61 
reports to the Congress, has 22 reports under review, and 29 surveys in progress, 
Presently the Congress has authorized 11 of these reports, and 37 surveys have 
been found to have unfavorable economic justification. 

In addition to the authority for the Department of Agriculture to carry on 
these surveys, under Public Law 738, 74th Congress, I would remind the com- 
mittee that last year appropriations were made of approximately 45,000,000 to 
start an estimated 48 pilot-plant project, ultimately costing the Federal Gov- 


ernment $27,706,000, This appropriation was made under Public Law 46, 74th 


Congress 
Year after year I have appeared before the Appropriations Committees of the 
House and Senate urging appropriations for the Washita project which would 
illow my people to secure the henefits from this gre ) 1 in this genera- 
n. When the project was authorized, it was anticipated that it would require 
I ear 0 complete Under the present rate of appropriations, it will require 
if least 5 dditional years to make the Washita project completely operative. 


In my opinion there is no justification for such a long stretch-out before the 
people and the Nation can secure the benefits of the program 

The President’s Materials Policy Commission found that we are losing the 
nherent productivity of our soils at a rate of approximately 0.7 of 1 percent 
er year. In view of the potential population increase in the United States and 
. trend toward even higher use of the products of our land in the future, it 
seems to me that every possible means at our disposal should be used to increase 
the productive capacity of our land. We must conserve our soil and our water 
by reducing erosion and flood damage, but we must, at the same time, increase 
ts productive capacity by better land treatment and farm practices 

I hope the committee can see fit to report the bill favorably in order that it 
may be enacted into law at an early date. 


Sincerely yours, 





Ros’t S. KERR. 


MONONGAHELA POWER CO., 
Fairmount, W. Va., January 15, 1954. 
Mr. H. R. VARNEY, 
Cl Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Drar MR. VARNEY: I greatly appreciate the opportunity to present my 
iews on the watershed protection bill on which hearings were conducted 
Thursday, January 14. 

From the standpoint of the industry which I represent, we feel that our 
support of the watershed-protection movement is just good progressive business 
management The success of our industry depends on the economic well-being 

f our customers; and our customers in turn depend heavily on these resources 
ire identified with conservation—soil, water, timber, wildlife, and others 











say it is Someone else’s responsibility to see that those things are 
anaged, but the fs remains that if someone else does not provide 

igement, then we ‘along with everyone in the Nation 
farmer’s land wears out or lood causes untold damage in property 
life e lose because it our customers; we have an invest- 
ment in t m And when we waste luable water, and soil, we close the door 
m indu il expansion and the improvement of living standards in the com- 
" erve, because both are dependent to a greater extent than ever 

efore on natural resources 

Earl luring 1945, C. C. Chambers, chief engineer in the construction of the 
Muskingum Conservancy District in Ohio, made a study of the resource prob- 
em in the upper Monongahela River Busi He stated, among other things, 
that “regardless of where dams are placed to control floods, without land-use 
nd conservation practices present, 75 percent or more of flood damage 
» the I will continue.” This fact has been substantiat by studies in many 


other watershed areas of the country It was this revealing fact that caused 
is to place emphasis on upstream work. 

In this connection we believe that recognition of the watershed is the proper 
unit for the wide utilization and development of all lands—crop, pasture, forest, 
ind wildlife Such lands to be treated in accordance with their peculiar needs 

1 by methods that will control soil erosion, conserve water, enchance wildlife, 


vi ncome, and prevent flood damage to agriculture lands and down- 
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stream areas. 
through the placement of small 
tures at the headwaters of streams and 
rhe term “flood prevention” consists o 


reservoirs and 





We further believe that the retardat 


to hold the raindrop where it falls and to pr eX t 
control is the basins and reservoirs constructed to 
protection consists of dikes and levees put in along 
property and land bordering streams. 

Flood control and flood preventic in our opinic 
supplement each other but do not supplant one an 
control do not help the flood problems at the head wa 
increases the value of downstream areas rhe m 


water you have to control. Basically, this is w 


bill is so important 





These views are shared by many individuals and 
Virginia representing agriculture, industry, and urban 
feeling that a program developed on a watershed mu 
roots. The people representing all intere should sl 
ship, finance, and maintenance of ru es This 
more than 3 years ago at a West Virginia watershe 
held to consider this subject Since the e have s 
country take similar positions. The Congress durit 
the pilot watershed project on a cooperative and 
as it should be. 

a in 


The pilot watershed selected for West Virgin 
at Salem. Preliminary plans covering all aspects 


completed, including the determination of costs to be shared by the local peoy 
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Approval for the work including local contributions was nted a few days 
ago. This is one of the finest examples where ag! l ustry, and urbat 
interests are working together in seeking a soluti problems caused 
by flood and sediment damage. 

We further believe that the local people under the | l ershed protes 
tion bill should not be expected to be rest ible ! l ( structi 
of large structures. This is highly technical matte ind s d rest with such 
agencies as may be designated by the Congress Che t e 
should at all times be free to guide the development w t 
be needed. 

It is my sincere hope that the Committee on Agr t I y 
look with favor upon the watershed-protection ] I ( need 
and an approach that is truly democratic in « Wi I ple é 
given an opportunity to he p plan finane and es that ire 
mutually beneficial, progress will be made in prop e ¢ s expend 
by everyone concerned. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wa GU MBI 
s ( 2 
Uprer MONONGAHI VA \ 
Fairmont, W. J 
Senator Georce D. AITKEN, 
Chairman, Committce on Agriculture and Fe 
Senate Office Building, Washinaton, D. C 

DreaR SENATOR AIKEN: The UMVA Conser\ ( f d Tri-S 
Conservation District Coordinating Committee ) ps il hern W 
Virginia, want to again call to your attention our « st st June of 
legislation authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture t yperate th loca 
conservation agencies in planning and carrying out sm: ershed ] ectiol 
and conservation projects on a cost-sharing basis. These ills é ted 
S. 2549 and H. R. 6788 

The first pilot watershed in West Virginia, Salem F< of Tenmile Cre 
Harrison County, authorized in the $5 million appropriatior last ye 
in our valley and holds real promise of success in retarding flood ters, red 
ing sediment damage, and increasing agricultural yields Bot} sponsors 
the West Fork Soil Conservation District and Up Te e Watershed Ass 
ciation, recently approved and signed the preliminar plar Further 
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planning is going forward to tie in all elements of the community in a concerted 
effort to halt the serious flood and water supply problems at Salem, W. Va. 

With this Salem watershed project on the way to successful accomplishment, 
our committees feel that here is an effective mechanism under which the Federal, 
State, and local governments can work in teamwork with the local urban and 
rural people to find answers to our pressing water and land problems. Here, we 
have been bothered increasingly by flash floods, declining water tables, severe 
droughts and by the growing need for water for industries, municipalities, 
suburban and rural areas. We have several small watersheds similar to the 
area at Salem where passage of this legislation should do much to stimulate 
remedial action, with promise of success. Then, the Soil Conservation Service 
with the advice of our committees would be in position to set up priorities 
according to how critical the watershed problem is and how much local partici- 
pation can be developed in the small watershed 

Naturally, adequate finances will be required to implement the local water- 
shed projects involved in the future. This legislation, if it is supported and 
passed by this Congress, can lead to the eventual correction of our upstream 
watershed and flood problems 

Very sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE W. JACKSON, 
Chairman, Tri-District Committee. 
D. T. PauaH, 
Chairman, UMVA Conservation Committee. 


STATEMENT FILED BY Noet T. TWEET, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, MISSOURI-ARKANSAS 
Loop CONTROL ASSOCIATION 


We would like to submit the following statement to be included as part of 
the records of the Senate Agriculture Committee regarding the above bill. 

[am Noel T. Tweet, executive director of the Missouri-Arkansas Flood Control 
Association. This is an overall association consisting of smaller groups that are 
interested in the overall land and water resources development of the area 





consisti principally of members in the States of Kansas and Missouri. We 
have a assroots type of organization consisting of approximately 10,000 mem- 
bers, practically all of which are located in the flood plains. Most of our 
meuibers are farmers and have a very vital interest in the above bill. The 


policies of my association are established by a board of directors elected by the 
ocal froups 
Quoting from our constitution it indicates firm support of the program of 


the Soil Conservation Service 





To support and recommend a sound program of conservation of the land and 
ter resources Within the association’s area, when such support will not inter- 
h the speedy an non progress of flood protection.” 
The Hope-Aiken bill is in line with the policies of our association and there 
to lend our encouragement and support in anyway possible in 
couraging its passage 

re) f e factors in which we are interested is that local control be main- 
I l fe ects covere under th I ind it migh re lesirable i the case 
of some §S ; that rovision be made that the Governor of that State approve 
pians I lLlowe\ in 1 Sta s their aws requi (,overnor appro il 
We ieve that Senator Carlson, (Republican, Kansas) is right when 
I d protection and soil con ation require a combination of wate 
shed p1 s and big dams to be effective. One cannot substitute for the 

other rhis is in line with the objectives and policies of our association 
We é Hlope-Aiken bill will result in conserving our land and water 
S ‘ hich is the most important probl in this country, and we therefore 

} is ( ] h ] 


MIssOURI-ARKANSAS BASINS FLOop CONTROL ASSOCIATION, 
Noe. T. Tweet, Peecutive Director 
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MONDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 1954 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:20 a. m., in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator George D. Aiken (chairman) pre- 
siding. 

Present: Senators Aiken (presiding), Young, Hickenlooper, Wil- 
liams, Ellender, Holland, and Anderson. 

The CHarrman. The committee will come to order. At the time 
we had previous hearings on S. 2549 it was suggested that we get the 
views of the Department of the Army or the Corps of Engineers on 
this bill, and they were requested to present their views. ‘The Chair 
has received a letter from Secretary Stevens, of the Department of the 
Army, and his letter will be made a part of the record. We will not 


read it at this time because General Sturgis, who is here representing 
the Engineers this morning, makes reference to practh illvy all of the 


letter in the course of his discussion. 


Hon. GEorGE LD. AIKEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Fore 





1) d 9 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your f or a st nt with 
respect to 8S. 2549, 88d Congress, a | to authorize the Seer ry of Agric . 
to cooperate with States and local agencies in the plam ‘ carrying of 
works of improvement for soil conservation, and for other I 

You indicate in your letter and enclose a committee p1 howin ll 
amended tentatively to minate formal coordination with this Department on 
the watershed-protection works that would in effe e author d by S. 254 
and you request a statement as to the practica y ng the ews and 
recommendations of the Secretary of the Army a | 

In order to reply fully to the question y ra I feel that ee r 
for me to indicate the views of the Department of Army on tl S. 29549 
as a whole. 

In brief, I consider that the b Ss iginally writter ve 
as to its relationship to the pub interest and to I il and administration 
policy in water-resource develor ent Mv reason il spite o1 State 
purpose, the bill is not primarily for Federal ; ta r 
which | understand there is already legislative autl t bu ts pur e is to 
provide a legislative basis for constructio1 1 { 
size by the Department of Agriculture It might v t ! I ree 
new Federal engineering and construction prog in so doing it migl de 
jurisdiction between the Department of Agriculture a e Depa } 
Army for the engineering ise of the floor ntro] tivity d thus pré te 
competition and duplication of work between Ieder ‘I 
even more difficult the accomplishment of coordinated water-re irce develop 


ment. 


x. 
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The amendments tentatively made by your committee in sections 8 and 5 of 
the committe print are apparently designed to correct certain of the deficiencies 
» mentioned; and to bring the bill more nearly in line with its stated pur- 
pose The requirement of a 50-percent non-Federal contribution (in sec. 3) 
however, shou specify that this contribution be for each structure, otherwise 
normal farmer costs of conservation work on the land could apparently be co! 

dered as a local contribution toward the structural part of the program. Fur 
thermore, while the intent of the amendment to section 5 appears to limit the 





program to one of assistance to local organizations in doing the work, the 
phrase ‘‘and to otherwise aid” might be interpreted as permitting the Federal 
Government to build these works, rather than to assist local organizations in 
so doing In fact the limiting size of 5,000 acre-feet (specified in sec. 2 con- 
templates reservoirs of such size that in most cases their construction would be 
beyond the capabilities of a local organization and would necessarily involve 
a Federal engineering and construction agency I feel that the bill should estab 

h a much smaller limiting size, which would be in consonance with the cri 
teri of local accomplishment; and that the bill should specify definitely that 


the works authorized should not be constructed by the Federal Government 
In making these comments on the bill, S. 2549, I wish to make it clear that this 
Department supports fully the need and desirability of Federal assistance in 

il-conservation and watershed treatment. We would not object to inclusion 

1 such programs of small dams which are needed to stabilize stream channels 
to aid in the establishment of conservation measures on the land, and to improve 
the productiveness of small valleys below them. Larger reservoirs, generally 
above 500 acre-feet in capacity, which are needed for flood control should be 
provided under existing flood-control law. They should be tested by the usual 
standards of engineering feasibility and economic justification, and should be 
authorized by Congress. 

In response to your specific question I believe that coordination of soil-con- 
servation programs or watershed-treatment programs with all related Federal 
programs is essential. The need for coordination with the Department of the 
Army is especialy important, in view of its responsibility for Federal flood-control 
activities. It is necessary that the effects of the proposed programs in reducing 
stream flow be determined and known. As I have indicated, such coordination 
would be most difficult in view of the division of responsibility for flood control 
which apparently would be established legislatively by the bill under considera 
tion. This would arise in part from different procedures leading to authoriza- 
tion and lack of specific engineering data necessary for recommendations If 
the bill is amended in conformity with my suggestions I believe that effective 
coordination between soil-conservation and flood-control programs would be 
possible, and that the changes suggested would strengthen the bill in accomplish- 
ing its stated purpose. 

In view of the fact that your committee is holding hearings on this bill, and 
since a similar bill has been reported out by the Committee on Agriculture of 
the House of Representatives, there has been insufficient time for formal sub 
mission to, and determination by, the Bureau of the Budget of its conformity 
with the program of the President. A copy of this letter, however, has been 
furnished to that Bureau. 

I appreciate your giving me the opportunity to furnish my views on this 
legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 


Rosert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army 

The CuatrMan. We will now hear General Sturgis. 

General, you have a prepared statement and if agreeable to the rest 
of the committee you will be permitted to read this statement without 
interruption. At the end of it you will be subject to such questioning 
as the members of the committee may desire. 

Senator Etrenper. Mr. Chairman, I have another important meet- 
ing at 10:30 with the Appropriations Subcommittee on Civil Fune 
tions. I want to be there as early as I can. If I should step out vou 
will know why I have left. 
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STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. S. D. STURGIS, JR., CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


General Strurcts. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I am appearing before you at your request to present the views of the 
Department of the Army on the watershed prot: mn bill. S. 2549. 
which is now under oman ation by your committee. 

The Secretary ot the . Army prep ired a letter n response to the 
request of your chairman for comments on the bill, with particular 
reference to certain amendments tentatively made by this committee. 
I delivered that letter to Senator Aiken last Friday. If agreeable 
with you, I would like to read the letter from the Secniinae and 
amplify it by comment as I go along, and I will then be glad to fur 
nish any further views or information you may desire. 

Of course if there is any particular point where it is felt I should 
answer questions, I should be ready to do so. The only reason for that 
suggestion is that it may well be answered in the text. 

The Cuatrman. The letter itself has been made a part of the record. 
You are th yee, most of the letter during the course of your state 
ment, it would be a duplication to read the letter in full at this 
time. 

General Srurets. I think it would be better to read it in part as I 
do here and then explain it. 

First, we strongly support soil conservation. I wish to emphasize 
that the Department of the Army and the Corps of Engineers always 
have been and are now definitely in favor of Federal assistance in soil 
conservation and watershed treatment, and would, therefore, favor 


] 


legislation to meet the stated purpose of this bill: 

To authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with States and local 
agencies in planning and carrying out works of improvement for soil conserva- 
tion and for other purposes 

We do feel, however, that the bill as now written would have a dif- 
ferent result; that it contains provisions which are not in the public 
interest and will inevitably lead to duplication and confusion in Fed 
eral activities, specifically in flood control, and which will make more 
difficult the already complex problem of coordinated water-resource 
development. We consider, however, that with reasonable modifica 
tion the bill could be made to conform with its stated purpose, and be 
a sound and constructive contribution to legislation on land and water 
conservation. 

The letter from the Secretary of the Army, addressed to the chair 
man, Senator Aiken, is dated Februar y 12, 1954, and reads as follows: 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for a statement with 
respect to S. 2549, 88d Congress, a bill to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture 
to cooperate with States and local agencies in the planning and carry 
works of improvement for soil conservation, and for other purposes. 

You indicate in your letter, and inclose a committee print, showing the bill 
amended tentatively to eliminate formal coordination with this Department 


ng out of 


that is the Department of the Army— 


on the ‘‘watershed protection” works that would in effect be authorized |} 
2549; and you request a statement as to the practicability of having the views 
and recommendations of the Secretary of the Army as provided in the original 
bill. 


vw S 
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In order to reply fully to the question vou raise I feel that it is first necessary 
for me to indicate the views of the Department of the Army on the bill 8. 2549 
as a whole 

In brief, I consider that the bill as originally written deserves further scrut 
iny as to its relationship to the public interest and to Federal and administration 
policy in water-resource development. My reasons are that in spite of its stated 
purpose, the bill is not primarily for Federal assistance in soil conservation 
for which I understand there is already legislative authority, but its purpose 
is to provide a legislative basis for construction of flood control dams of sub 
stantial size by the Department of Agriculture. 





The bill is primarily for flood control rather than soil conserva 
tion: According to its title the purpose of the original bill is to 
enable the Secretary of Agriculture— 
to cooperate * * * in the planning and carrying out of works of improvement 
for soil conservation, and for other purposes 
But very broad authorities to do soil conservation and watershed 
treatment work are already available to the Department of Agri 
culture, and rightly so. The purpose is clearly stated by the Secre 
tary of Agriculture in his letter of August 5, 1953, commenting on an 
identical bill introduced in the House of Representatives 

The Secretary of Agriculture states: 


The dominant purpose of watershed plans provided for by this bil ould b 
flood prevention and water management 

The bill actually would provide legislative authority to plan and 
build engineering works far in excess of any works required for con 
serving the “a and increasing its productivity. In fact, this is the 
only type of work that would be authorized by this bill which the 
Secretary of Agriculture does not already have full and clear author- 
ity to undertake. 

[ have already mentioned that he has broad authority for soil 
conservation and watershed treatment generally, and he also has ade 
quate authority under existing flood control and other legislation to 
carry out the waterflow retardation and agricultural phases of flood 
control. That isin the Flood C ontrol Act of 1936. 

Flood prevention is a misnomer: In passing, I would also 
comment on the term “flood prevention ” which is used in the bill. I 
would suggest that this term be used with care, to avoid public mis- 


7?) 
1Kke to 


understanding. 

I am sure that the Department of Agriculture will agree with me 
when I say _ thee a e the “watershed protection” measures and 
structures con plated by this bill will be confined largely to re 
ducing the s citins and more frequent floods on farm lands toa hazard 
comparable with others attending normal farming operations, and 
that their effect upon major floods will be small. 


The Se retary of Army’ s letter continues: 


It might thus lay the basis for a large new Federal engineering and construc 
tion program. In so doing, it might divide jurisdiction between the Department 
of Agriculture and the Department of the Army for the engineering phase of the 
ictivity ; and would promote competition and duplication of work 


tlood-control ¢ 
between Federal agencies This would make even more difficult the accomplish 


ment of coordinated water-resource development. 

There are a number of important considerations behind this rela 
tively brief statement. 

Magnitude of proposed program: As originally writt the bill 
contem pl ites construction by the Federal Government of a lar: ge pro- 


gram of reservoirs for flood control in small upstream vi alle YS, ri ather 
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than Federal assistance in an agricultural progr: 
indication in the bill, or in the Department of Agriculture or Bureau 
of the Budget letters supporting it, of the magnitude of the Federal 
program that could be undertaken under the bill 

On the contrary, emphasis is laid on the local nature and smallnes 
of the works, and upon location in small upstream tributaries 
Minute subdivision of the program in this manner obscures its real 
magnitude. However, the reports submitted by the Department of 
Agriculture under existing flood-control legislation indicate that the 


cost of the engineering and construction sere of the program that 
agency has in mind would, for the entire U1 states, agvregate 
many billions of dollars. 

Size of contemplated works: The works which would be under 
taken would include reservoirs of substantial size. The upper limit 
on size is set at 5,000 acre-feet and there is no limit to the numb 
that might be constructed. In order to give you some concrete idea 


of what this means in the way of size, it may be noted that in th 
Washita River Basin in Oklahoma the Soil Conservation Service has 
built or is building dams up to 72 feet in height and up to 3,800 aer 
feet in capacity. Costs of these structures are stated to range up 
to $175,000 each. 

It seems obvious that these are not farm ponds or small structures 
that a farmer or small local organization could normally undertake, 
although some of the structures contemplated are small enough to fall 
into that category. 

Thus the limiting size of 5,000 acre-feet and the ereat number of 
works entailed indicates construction by the Federal Government, 
and would inevitably lead to another and very large engineering 
agency in the Federal executive branch. This would run counter to 
increasingly insistent demands—by the public, by the Congress and 
by bodies such as the Hoover Commission, for elimination of duplica 
tion and overlap in the executive branch. 

Your committee has apparently considered this problem by inclu- 
sion of a tentative amendment designed to limit Federal participation 
to assisting local organizations to do the work themselves, as for the 

rest of the agricultural program. I believe this should be a funda 
mental objective of this bill. 

Would duplicate existing authority and divide responsibility: 
Existing flood-control legislation now authorizes the Secretary of the 
Army to design and construct engineering works for flood-control 
purposes of all types and sizes, and at any locations. He is actually 
authorized, therefore, to provide the headwater engineering works 


which, under this bill, would be built by the Secretary of Agriculture. 
The Secretary of the Army is limited only by ~  requivements hat 
such works shall be feasible from an engineer! g standpoint and 


economically justified, in accordance with uniform criteria in the 
field of flood control established by Con anne sual the Bureau of the 


Budget. There is, however, a serious question as to the definite manner 
in which the Federal Government should eee small works 
of this kind which are local in effect. I shall return to this point 
later, 


Section 7 of the bill would repeal those portions of existing flood- 
control legislation—act of 1936 and supplementary legislation—under 
which uniform policies are laid down for the related activities of the 
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Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Army in flood-con- 
trol work, and in which the responsibility for the agricultural phase of 
the national flood control program 1S p ili iced upon the former, that is 

» Department of Agriculture, and the responsibility for the engi- 
al phase “on the latter—that is the Corps of Engineers. This 
move runs counter to the growing demand for greater, rather than less, 
coordination between Federal agencies. And the difficulty of coordi- 
nation would, of course, be greatly increased if the Department of 
Agriculture should plan and construct sizable reservoirs which would 
become parts of a basinwide system. 

Would increase possibility of duplication and difficulty of coordi- 
nation: This bill would authorize the Department of Agriculture to 
independently plan and construct the upstream segments of basinwide 
ystems of storage reservoirs, while the Corps of Engineers would 
remain responsible for overall flood control. This is obvious dupli- 
cation. 

From an engineering standpoint there is but one best system of res- 
ervoirs for any given basin. In developing this system both small and 
large reservoirs must be considered with a view to determining the 
most economic and best balanced combination. Aside from the over- 
lap which the bill introduces, if flood-control reservoirs in the same 
basin are to be planned by two different agencies it will be extremely 
difficult to arrive at a balanced system. And under the independent 
approach contemplated by S. ‘ 2549, in its present form, such coordina- 
tion would be practically impossible. The upstream and downstream 
reservoir systems would come to be considered competitive, and even 
substitutive. This would not be in the best interest of the people 
of the basin as a whole. 

This bill contemplates the planning and installation of flood-contro] 
structures by small watershed units independent of the basin as a 
whole. Hence, the program for major river basins would consist of a 
large number of uncoordinated pieces. This is in direct conflict with 
the accepted darinsciaala that all resource programs within major river 
basins should be coordinated. It leads away, moreover, from the 
goals th: u have been set for the joint planning efforts now under way 
in the Arkansas- - hite Red and the New England-New York regions. 
The adopt ion of t 5 pie cemeal conce pt would bea long ste p bi ickwards 
from the goal of aestied ited and comprehensive resource development. 

The Secretary of the Army continues in his letter: 

The amendments tentatively made by your committee in sections 3 and 5 of 
the committee print are apparently designed to correct certain of the deficiencies 
I have mentioned 
in the original bill— 
and to bring the bill more nearly in line with its stated purpose. The require- 
ment of a 50 percent non-Federal contribution (in sec. 3), however, should 
specify that this contribution be for each structure, otherwise normal farmer 
costs of conservation work on the land could apparently be considered as a 
local contribution toward the structural part of the program. 

The bill as originally written, and the companion bill reported out 
by the House Committee on Agriculture, leave to the discretion of the 
Secretary of Agriculture the share of the cost to be borne by local 
organizations. At the present time strong efforts are being made to 
establish a national policy requiring local beneficiaries to bear a 
definite and substantial portion of the cost of Federal projects, and 
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particularly of projects justified primarily by localized benefits. It 
would seem, therefore, that any new legislation in the water resources 
field should be specific in this respect. 

In connection with the amendment tentatively made by this com- 
mittee requiring a specific non-Federal contribution, I think it is im- 
portant that it be thoroughly understood that this be the contribution 
required in sharing the cost of the structures between the local organ- 
ization and the Federal Government. In other words, I do not believe 
that costs incurred by farmers in carrying out the strictly agricul- 
tural phases of a proposed program should be counted as a contribu- 
tion toward flood-control structures. 

I will return to the Secretary’s letter : 

Furthermore, while the intent of the amendment to section 5 appears to limit 
the program to one of assistance to local organizations in doing the work, the 
phrase “and to otherwise aid’ might be interpreted as permitting the Federal 
Government to build these works, size of 5,000 acre-feet (specified in sec. 2) 
contemplates reservoirs of such size that in most cases their construction would 
be beyond the capabilities of a local organization and would necessarily involve 
a Federal engineering and construction agency. I feel that the bill should estab- 
lish a much smaller limiting size, which would be in consonance with the crite- 
rion of local accomplishment ; and that the bill should specify definitely that the 
works authorized should not be constructed by the Federal Government. 

It should specify Federal assistance rather than construction: It 
is my understanding that the long-established procedure in agricul- 
tural programs is one of assisting the local people and agencies in do- 
ing work themselves. It seems to me that the committee’s tentative 
amendment adheres to this procedure. 

In fact, the record shows that many of the structures and dams pro- 
posed or being built by the Department of Agriculture are very 
small. For example, the Kubic Dam, the first being built by Agricul- 
ture under the pilot-plant program in the Salt Creek Basin in Ne- 
braska, controls a drainage area of less than 1 square mile, has a capa- 
city of about 130 acre-feet and is about 20 feet high. It is hard for me 
to see why a dam as small as this should be a Federal structure— 
built by the Federal Government. On the other hand, as I under- 
stand the amendment to this bill, the Federal Government might prop- 
erly contribute in some degree to its cost for construction by a local or- 
ganization as part of a watershed-improvement program. 

The Secretary of the Army next deals with our support of soil con- 
servation and watershed treatment which I mentioned at the beginning 
of this statement we strongly support and always have in the Corps of 
Engineers, and I quote: 

In making these comments on the bill, 8S. 2549, I wish to make it clear that 
this Department supports fully the need and desirability of Federal assistance 
in soil conservation and watershed treatment. We would not object to inclusion 
in such programs of small dams which are needed to stabilize stream channels, to 
aid in the establishment of conservation measures on the land, and to improve 
the productiveness of small valleys below them. Larger reservoirs, generally 
above 500 acre-feet in capacity, which are needed for flood control should be pro- 
vided under existing flood-control law. They should be tested by the usual stand- 
ards of engineering feasibility and economic justification, and should be au- 
thorized by Congress. 

Structures should be those associated with soil conservation and 
watershed treatment: In discussions with representatives of the 
Department of Agriculture in an effort to coordinate our work they 
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have indicated to us that they have included reservoirs in their pro- 
grams not to provide a definite degree of flood protection, but to 
reduce the flood hazard to agricultural lands in the small valleys below 
them to a degree comparable with other normal hazards of farming 
operations—such as drought and hail. They have also stated that 
dams are needed to stabilize stream channels and permit the establish- 
ment of land conservation and improveme nt measures above them. 

It does not appear that engineering structures 50 to 70 feet high 
and reservoirs of 5,000 acre-feet capacity are necessary for this stabil- 
ization process, nor does it appear that they are a part of the agri- 
cultural phase of flood control. On the other hand smaller structures, 
which T have pointed out aay: be provided by local organizations 
with Federal assistance—as is the procedure for other parts of the 
agricultural program- ay well be included to accomplish the 
desired stream stabilization and aid in improving the usefulness of 
lands below. 

Larger structures should be planned under established procedures : 
The Secretary of the Army points out that reservoirs for flood control 
should be tested by the usual standards of engineering feasibility and 
economic justification. 

The following language appears in section 5 of the bill: 

and the Secretary has determined that the flood-prevention and soil-conservation 
benefits exceed their costs. 
This language would permit the disproportionate use of soil-conserv- 
ation benefits—increased crop production and the like—in justifying 
the construction of dams and other engineering structures that played 
little or no part in producing these benefits. In other words, this 
might permit recourse to a form of basin account which is not in 
accord with sound economics. 

Congressional authorization: Under S. 2549, congressional author- 
ization of the Department of Agriculture’s plans ap parently would 
not be required. This is in direct conflict with the policy of Congress 
is set forth in present flood-control legislation (sec. 6, act of June 22, 
1936). In short, the bill would set a new pattern under which the 
legislative committees would relinquish the control they now exercise. 
The delegation of the authorization function to the Secretary of 
Agriculture apparently follows the precedent set in normal programs 
for soil conservation, which did not contemplate construction pro 
grams of the magnitude involved in this bill. This difficulty and 
objection could be resolved by bringing the bill in line with its stated 
purpose of Federal assistance in soil conservation and watershed- 
treatment. works, including small structures related thereto. 

The chairman of this committee in his letter to the Secretary of 
the Army specifically requested comment on a tentative amendment 
which would eliminate the requirement for coordinating programs 
proposed by S. 2549 with the Department of the Army. The Secre- 
tary’s letter continues in reply to this point: 

In response to your specific question I believe that coordination of soil-conserva- 
tion programs or watershed-treatment programs with all related Federal pro- 
grams is essential. The need for coordination with the Department of the Army 
is especially important, in view of its responsibility for Federal flood-control 
activities. It is necessary that the effects of the proposed programs in reducing 
streamflow be determined and known. As I have indicated, such coordination 
would be most difficult in view of the division of responsibility for flood control 
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which apparently would be established legislatively by the bill under considera- 
tion. This would arise in part from different procedures leading to authoriza 
tion and lack of specific engineering data necessary for recommendations. If 
the bill is amended in conformity with my suggestions I believe that effective co- 
ordination between soil-conservation and flood-control programs would be pos 


sible, and that the changes suggested would strengthen the bill in accomplishing 
its stated purpose. 

I have little to add further on this point as it seems to me to be es- 
sential that there be full coordination of all Federal Sie come deal 
ing wtih water-resource development. I believe that coordinated de 
velopment and use of our water and land resources is a most important 
objective. So long as we work under different laws and administra- 
tive requirements—different ground rules—such coordination becomes 
so difficult as to be almost impossible. I sincerely believe that the bill 
as originally written would add to those difficulties. 

I feel that this bill should be amended to conform with its stated 
purpose of providing Federal assistance to local organizations in ac- 
complishing soil-conservation and watershed-treatment programs, 
and in building the small structural measures required by and in- 
herently associated with such programs. If this and other changes 
suggested by the Secretary of the Army were adopted the bill would 
have his full support; and I believe it would provide a sound legisla 
tive basis for practical cooperation between the Department of the 
Army and the Department of Agriculture in the field of water and 
land-resource development. 

The CHarrman. Thank you, General Sturgis. As I told you in 
reading this statement, I got the impression that your criticism was 
directed at 3 points in the bill, possib ly 1. 

First, you feel that the size of the dam authorized by the original 
bill is altogether too large to be considered as part of a soil conserva 
tion district projec t, being 5,000 acre-feet. 

Next, I gather that you approve of sentiment already strongly 
expressed before this committee and by members of the committee 
that the bill should be one of Federal assistance to the States and 
local areas rather than a Federal project in itself. 

And, third, you feel that if a dam of considerable size, say 500 to 
1,000 acre-feet is constructed, that the district should share 50 percent 
of the cost of the structure rather than to receive credit for all other 
work which might be done in the district in the field of soil conserva- 
tion and leaving the Federal Government to bear the entire cost of the 
dam. itself. 

I also noticed that you make reference to adequate coordination. 
I think that is important, too. Was that in general the basis of your 
criticism of the bill ? 

General Sturats. Yes, sir; I think that sums it up. 

I would say in connection with the size of structure that I have sug- 
gested, that I would not make it a rigid 500 acre-feet but that is the 
target. 

The CuatrmMan. Have you been over this proposed legislation with 
the Department of Agriculture, the Department of the Interior, or the 
White House? 

General Srurets. I have not been over it with the Department of 
Agriculture or Department of the Interior. Before replying to your 
letter , Senator, I did go over the Secretary of the Army’s desires with 
the Bureau of the Budget; I went to the Bureau of the Budget and 
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had an informal discussion with the Bureau of the Budget on the bill 
and I gained the impression that the Secretary’s letter is generally in 
accordance with the President’s program of Federal assistance in this 
field. 

The CHatrMan. Were there representatives of the Department of 
Agriculture or any other departments of the Government present ? 

General Srurcis. No, sir; they were not. 

The Cuarman. You interviewed individuals then, I take it ? 

General Sturais. Yes,sir. The Secretary was in Korea when we got 
your letter, and knowing by his previous correspondence with the 

sureau of the Budget of his tremendous interest in this program, I 
felt obliged to obtain his personal opinion. 

Consequently, since he did not come back from Korea until last week 
and then was extremely busy in defending the Army appropriation 
before the Congress, my opportunity was limited. So I can say this, 
sir: Just as rapidly as I could I presented your letter and a draft reply 
to him and then on his direction and my recommendation to him, took 
it over to the Bureau of the Budget for informal coordination. 

As the Director of the Budget pointed out, there was not time for 
formal consideration of the entire matter. 

The Cuarrman. Do you presume that the changes which you have 
presented in the bill are in accord with the President’s program ? 

General Srurats. I believe so, sir, from the statements made to me 
by Mr. Dodge. That is my own judgment, but I do believe they are. 

The Cuairman. Is it your understanding the President is not in- 
sistent on any specific size of a structure or amount of water that would 
be impounded by a structure; that he is not determined on 5,000 acre- 
feet being the limit? 

General Srureis. I am quite sure of that, sir. As I said a minute 
ago, it is not our purpose to limit it to exactly 500 acre-feet. But that 
should be the general trend. You might under such circumstances be 
able to build a dam perhaps a little larger. 

The CuairMan. One more question—I think it bears on an im- 
portant part of the bill—on the statement of policy at the very begin- 
ning of the bill: 

Are you in accord with that? At the beginning of the bill it states: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That erosion, floodwater, and sediment dam- 
ages in the watersheds of the rivers and streams of the United States, causing 
loss of life and damage to property, constitute a menace to the national welfare; 
and that it is the sense of Congress that the Federal Government should coop- 
erate with States and their political subdivisions, soil- or water-conservation 
districts, flood prevention or control districts, and other local public agencies 
for the purpose of preventing such damages and of furthering the conservation, 
development, utilization, and disposal of water and thereby of preserving and 
protecting the Nation’s land and water resources. 

Are you in accord with that? 

General Srurats. By all means, sir. The Corps of Engineers from 
time immemorial has been interested in the effect of and the quantity 
and nature of the sediment carried by streams. You can go back to 
the Humphrey and Abbott reports in the 1850’s. 

Today, sir, for example, we have some of the best consultants in the 
country on a board investigating the sediment characteristics of the 
Missouri River. 
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The CHatrmMan. Do you know whether this declaration of policy 
exists in any other law at the present time? 

General Sturais. I do not believe so, nor in such detail. The 1936 
Flood Control Act, I believe, states part of that policy pertaining to 
flood control and to water retardation on the land. 

The CuatrMan. You recognize the difference between the meaning 
of the words “flood prevent ion” and “flood control” ¢ 

General Srureis. Yes, sir. As I said before, the term “flood pre- 
vention” is a misnomer because you cannot prevent all floods, and I 
do not think anyone would say that the maximum possible flood that 
coul l oce ur coulk l ever be preve nted. 

You can reduce the effect of floods and the word “control” itself 
means to limit or reduce. Even if a flood that would occur on some 
of our major structures so great as to go over the spillways, they would 
have a great effect in controlling the flood even though it was greater 
than the normally large flood for which the dam is designed, by reduc- 
ing both the stages and the duration of the flood downstream. 

So flood control is one thing, but I do not think that anyone can 
purport to say that they prevent all floods. 

Senator ANpERsoN. May I ask a question ? 

The Cuairman. Senator Anderson. 

Senator ANpDERson. Do I understand, General Sturgis, that because 
it is impossible to prevent all floods you prefer to stick to flood con 
trol? You made the statement that it would be absolutely impossible 
to prevent all floods and therefore we had better use flood control. 

You recognize that from your standpoint ~ apparently fool- 
ishly engage in accident prevention; they engage in sickness preven- 
tion. It isimpossible to prevent all sic ‘kness, it is i impossible to prevent 
all accidents, so you rule them out and just build hospitals. 

Is that the idea ? 

General Srurgis. No; not at all. You can certainly reduce sick- 
ness. 

Senator ANvgerson. That is what this bill tries to do. I assume 
from your statement that you are opposed to the prevention of floods 
because you cannot prevent them all. Ofcourse a food will come. 

General Srurats. No, sir; I certainly am not. 

Senator Anpberson. That is what I want you to straighten out. 
That is the only thing that I got from your answer to the chairman, 
What is your understanding of the difference 

General Srvreis. I was merely explaining that the term “flood pre- 
vention” is a misnomer. 

Senator ANDERSON. Why is it a misnomer? 

General Srureis. Because you cannot prevent the ultimate flood 
that will occur. 

Senator ANperson. Then the term “accident prevention” is a mis- 
nomer because you cannot prevent all accidents / 

General Srurats. I would have to say yes in that strict sense. 

Senator ANperson. And sickness prevention is a misnomer because 
you cannot prevent all sickness ? 

General STURGIS. I think it all depends on how itis accepted. 

Senator Anprrson. It is the same as flood prevention. 

General Srurcis. I think there is a difference. For instance, | 


think that the average person knows when you refer to a sickness pre- 
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vention program, and would not believe that sickness would be com- 
pletely prevented. 

Senator Anperson. No. We build hospitals. 

General Srurats. I do believe in the less familiar fields of floods 
and their effect, the term “flood prevention” is a misnomer in the sense 
that some people who are not engineers would believe—and it is nota 
matter of common understanding—that by using the words “flood 
prevention,” it is implied that we would prevent all floods. 

Senator ANpERSON. I am not an engineer but I have a feeling that 
flood prevention helps prevent floods but it does not prevent them 
all. I am trying to analyze your answer to the chairman, which cer- 
tainly indicated that since you could not prevent them all, there was 
no point in trying to prevent any part of any one. 

General Srurats. I did not want to give that impression. I was 
merely pointing out that in any program, when you use the term 
“flood preve ntion.” because of the riie ‘h lesser pub lie familiarity with 
flood characteristics, as compared to the common things of daily s Y 
nificance to them such as sickness preve ntion, that the term “flood pre 
vention” takes on the characteristic of being a misnomer. 

I th k it would be better if it were “flood reduction.” 

Senator Anprerson. Then it would be better if we used “accident 
reduction” and “sickness reduction,” and terms like that. 

General Sturats. Possibly it would be, sir. T would like to sav that 
people realize that when we use the term “sickness pre vention.” we 
do not imply prevention of all sickness, but there are people who be- 
lieve actually, in the field, that flood prevention means that you can 
prevent floods in general. 

The CuHatrMman. When does high water become a flood? In that 
sense we will say that an 18-foot level on a river might not become a 
flood but a 19-foot level would be. In that case sometimes upstream 
works might prevent a flood. 

General Srureis. A flood might be prevented immediately below 

dam. But I think the Department of Agriculture will agree that 
the system of upstream structures have relatively small effect on re 
ducing major disasters downstream. I would say, sir, that normally 
when water goes over the banks in areas where damage occurs, it 1s 
considered a flood. 

The CuarMan. Senator Young? 

Senator Youne. General Sturgis, let me call your attention to 
a specific project about which I would like to get vour thinking. You 
are quite Familiar with the flood problem of the Red River Valley of 
the North. As you know, it is a flat valley and there is no place where 
you could build good reservoirs. On the Tongue River, one of the 
tributaries near the Canadian border reaching into Canada, the Corps 
of Engineers provided from time to time snagging funds to clear the 
river bed. That helped considerably. 

I think one of the answers to flood prevention in the Red River of 
the North is these watershed programs. Last year the first one in my 
area was authorized for the upper reaches of the Tongue River. There 
will be some small dams constructed. I suppose none of them are 
over 5,000 acre-feet dams and some probably less. 

How would you coordinate that kind of a job with the Corps of 
Engineers or the Interior Department? It seems to me it would be 


alt atl 


Nam NWR pare. 
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an impossible task to try to work out a program with the Corps of 
Engineers as to what dams they might build or those the Soil 
vation Service might build. 

I think all of them would be very small, the kind that the Soil Con- 
servation Service could well build. But there might be some that 
would reach $100,000 or $120,000. 


L would say most of them would be $30,000 or $40,000 dams or much 
less. If the Soil Conservation Service hy id to LO to the ¢ Orps ¢ I kenge) 
neers and committees of Congress to work out a coordinating program 
that kind of a project never would get unde1 way. 

General Srureis. Senator, your question reaches the whole purpose 
of niy testimony. I would like to make it clear. sir, that there has 
grown to be somehow, in some sections of the country, a popular opin 
ion that the Corps of Engineers is only interested in downstream 
work . That is not correct al all, sir. We are interested inh flood con 
trol works upstream and downstream. 


When you get into a structure of such size that it is going to have 
some eff ‘t downstream, and when you get into a structure ot 31Ze SO 


that the cost is too great to be borne locally, then it seems to me that 
there should be integration in the field of flood control, which function 


has been assigned us, as you know. 


Our belief is that coord tio maae mu eu rat { re Olve 
] 1+ } oe ] : ina a ] 
and understood to have, the prunary duthnority for Federa flood con 
’ ] 1 . : 
LrolL Works. it is only a question of the point where ally the 


structures involved are so large and so costly that they should be built 
by the Federal Government beca 

Furthermore, those structures 
distance downstream. You speak 


se the loca people could not do it. 


u 
have an appre iable effect at some 
P } it 1 x ] . +1 
of the difficulty of developing the 
soil-conservation program 1 would say that t we want to de 


tag : 
make it easier. In other words where the primary purpose is to affect 


the local farmer, with around 500 acre-feet or less, then on those 
structures we are for treatment as handled by this bill, namely, plan 
ning independently by the Department of Agriculture without coordi 
nating with us in great detail; but with the normal coordination in- 
volved in re lated water-use programs. 


i 
Such programs need not require the approval of Congress. or 
such cases we think that the terms of the bill are an ple, namely to let 
the Secretary of Agriculture go ahead with those on his own just 


fication of them. 

When it gets into structures in the larger size, then the bill we uld 
immediately impose a problem of detailed coordinating in the field of 
flood control. 

Senater Younc. You seem to be eritical, at one point in your state- 
ment, of the first dam constructed in this program in Nebraska, one 
that covered an area of a section of land. You seemed to be critical 
of that as that being too small 

At other points in your comments you seem to be critical of the 
Sor] Conservation Service buildi mr TOO big a dam Wh if size dams 
should they build 7 

General Srurars. I think my remark was misinterpreted as being 
a criticism of a small dam. We are for such dams: we are strongly 
for them. 
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But the point is that I think those should be built as Federal-assist- 
ance projects and not as Federal-construction projects. That dam 
~ being built as a Federal project. 

The CuarrMan. General Sturgis, at page 8 of your statement you 
referred to, and I quote 
joint planning efforts now under way in the Arkansas-White-Red and New 
England-New York regions 

How did those joint p : ani ing efforts come about ? You were « oop 
erat oO, | beli ve, with > Dr partment ot Agcriculture and the De 
partment of the Interior? 

General Srurets. And the Department of the Army and other Fed 
eral agencies involved, too. 

The CnHatrMan. How did that come about ? 

General Srvrats. That was done specifically, if I am not mistaken. 
at the direction of the Congress and the President in 1950. 

The Cramman. That was done by the direction of one President 
and continued by direction of another President of another political 
party, was it not ? 

General Srurats. Yes. sir: it was done bv the President of the 
United States at that time. and there has been no action taken by the 
present administration contrary to that. They are fully in accord 
vith 1 

The Cuatreman. After all, shouldn’t this coordination of effort be 
centered in the White House where two or more agencies of Govern- 
ment are concerned with the ultimate result ? 

General Strurats. If there is necessity of coordination: ves, sir. 
3ut I think decentralization is an accepted principle of efficient 
operation. There must be a balance there between coordination and 
decentralization. To the extent that the laws that are evolved and 
legislated make cooperation simple, the better and more efficient the 
Government will be. 

In other words, if you pass laws that make for difficult coordination 
between Federal agencies, naturally the cost of coordination will be 
greater and the smoothness, rapidity, and efficiency of following those 
law will be mi ities ated : iwainst. 

I think we have numerous conflicts in water-resource laws today, 
as brought out by the Jones subcommittee of the House, with a rather 
extensive report on the subject. 

Our noint here, sir. and one of our objectives overall in addition to 
those you stated, Senator, is the fact. that we wish to assist in eoordi- 
nation between the Department of Agriculture and the De »partme nt 
of the Army by more nearly putting the responsible agency for national 
flood control on flood-control structures and leaving the other agency 
primarily in soil conservation with a type of structure which is much 
more closely related to the land and the farmer, than the larger struc- 
tures of 5,000 acre-feet. 

The CuatrmMan. Hasn’t there been a wholesome cooperation between 
the various Government agencies concerned in these two joint plan- 
ning efforts which you referred to ? 

General Srurats. In New England, yes. In the southwestern part 
of the country I think that the natur: al differences in the laws have 
caused a considerable amount of lack of smoothness, which the Bu- 
reau of the Budget stepped in to straighten out. I think that it has 


rman 
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been very effectively straightened out by means of a memorandum 
ot agreement. ; 

The Department of the Army, the Department of Interior. and the 
Department of Agriculture engaged in a number of conferences last 
fall. 

The CHAIRMAN. Has the une enness, We VW ll eall ca the Arkansas 
White-Red area, been due to differences of opinion between the up- 


stream and downstream people, or what was the cause there 


General STURGIS. The manner n which credit re taken. lor ex 
ample, in the field of flood control. The effect of those 1 os which 
are done by the farmer in the way of contouring an ine the 
productivity of the soil are considered as credit Instead of the 
structures for flood control being analyzed as we are re ired to ana 


lyze, they are not. 

Anothe Yr thing is that we are required to vet a thorizatio1 for 
structures as vou know by — process ¢ t the Publ ( Wi rks ( ommittee 
and so on, following certain criteria as to their economic and engi- 
neering effectiveness. The "Hepastase nt of Agriculture gets author- 
ization ofa b road program W hieh cloes not locate all the dams or their 
capac ities or their effect parr ah 

The Department of Agriculture gets the broad authorization of a 
program and we are unable, if they do not locate tf] lams and give 
their « capacities, to figure very accurately on the downstream effects 
of them. Whereas in our program we are required to specifi ically 
locate the dam and its size and veneral characteristics. 

The CHatrMan. There is nothing in this bill which specifically 
authorizes the Department of Agriculture to go ahead with any con 
struction, is there, or pay 50 percent of construction? It would still 
have to get authority of Congress, wouldn’t it, before it could go 
ahead and spend any money 7? 

General Srurats. Section 5, I believe, would grant that authority. 
It reads—if I have the right section here— , 

At such time as the Secretary and the interested local organization have 
agreed on a plan for works of improvement, and the Secretary 


not the Congress— 

has determined that the flood prevention and soil conservation benefits exceed 
their costs, and the local organization has met the requirements for participation 
in carrying out the works of improvement 

and so on. 

Senator ANDERSON. On line 23: 
Provided further. That before such installation involving Federal assistance is 
commenced, the Secretary shall transmit a copy of the plan and the justification 
therefor to the Congress through the President. 

General Srureis. That is true but approval by the Congress is not 
required. 

Senator Anperson. Does that differ from the present practice in 
flood control ? 

General Strurais. As far as we are concerned, yes, sir. In our pro- 
gram generally, there must be legislation specifically authorizing 
projects. 

Senator Honianp. It differs greatly. 

Senator ANDERSON. ones must have actual congressional approval. 

General Srurets. Yes, si 
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Senator Anperson. If we required congressional approval, would 
that wipe out your objection ? 

General Strurais. That would be one of our recommendations if the 
Department of Agriculture is to be authorized to build flood-control 
structures. We do not object to that procedure of broad authorization 
when you talk about small projects closely related to the land treat- 
ment measures, Senator. 

We appreciate the need for fle xibility in those cases, but when it 


came to projects within the range of anything up around 5,000 acre 
fe or the se which re ally are in the fie] dof flood control, we think that 
the same exact process should be followed with them as with any 
larger structures that are built 2 the same basins. 

Senator HickENLOoprER. Mr. Chairman ? 


The Cuaman. Senator Hickenloop r. 

Senator HicKENLOOPER. Could you ceive us any illustration or at 
least, any idea, General, as to what a 5.000 acre-foot dam would be 
I understand topography, slop » of the soll, and evervthing « lse enters 
into it, and some dams would be big and will not impound as much 
water as other dams that might not be so large. 

Could you give me an illustration to vieninlina a 5.000-foot dam, and 
let’s say in my rolling country of Iowa ? 

General Srurats. I am familiar with it. Iam from Minnesota. I 
would say that a dam, say 55 feet high, as one of the dams in the Sand- 
stone Creek which impounds 3,900 acre-feet, with an average depth 
of 15 to 20 feet would, depending upon the topography, extend up 
stream for a mile or a mile and a half or even 2 miles. 

Senator HicKENLoopER. How wide would that dam be, that basin ? 

General Srurets. I would s: ay five or six hundred yards, maybe a 
half mile wide at points, depending on where the side valleys come in. 

Senator Hickentoorer. I am talking about the dam. How high 
would the dam structure be, and how long? I know they vary. 

General STurGIs. Yes, that would vary. That might be 300 or 400 
feet long. It depends of course on the opening of the valley. 

Senator Hickenvoorer. I will not pursue this unless you are fa- 
miliar with it. Are you f 


/ 


familiar with the proposed Red Rock Dam or 
the other dams around Des Moines? 

That has been a controversial issue for some time. 

General Srureats. You mean the Corps of Engineers dam? 

Senator Hickentoorer. Yes. You are also considering a dam fur- 
ther down the river. I know something about that particular topog- 
raphy in there and I wondered about how many acre-feet the proposed 
Red Rock Dam would impound. If you do not have the figures 

General Srurats. Mr. Beard, of my office, is familiar with that, and 
he tells me it amounts to 1,800,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Hickenvtoorer. Do you happen to recall how many acre- 
feet the Coralville Dam impounds, north of Iowa City ? 

Mr. Brearp (George L. Beard, Chief, Planning and De ‘velopment 
Division, Office of Chief of Engineers). My recollection, Senator, is 
that it is about 450,000 acre-feet. I may be far off. 

Senator HicKENLOOPER. | would not expect you to answer it ac- 
curately unless you had the figures with you. 

General Srcrats. Those are major structures, in the downstream 
part of the program. As I] SAy, L would like to emphasize, Senator, 
that where small upstream dams are economically justified in the 
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same process that we follow for all our works as directed by the Con 
gress and by the Bureau of the Budget, we certainly are just as in- 
terested, and always have been, in building upstream systems as well 
as downstream systems. 

Senator ANprerson. How large are some of the dams that were built 
under the conservation program where the farmers were allowed to 
join together and construct fair-sized dams. 

I am thinking of the area around Amarillo where Marvin Jones is 
particularly active in getting five dams bu 

General Srurais. 1 am sorry: | am not familiar with that. 

Senator Anperson. Are you familiar with any dams that were 
constructed in that soil-conservation area ¢ 

General Srurais. No, sir, | personal 
one with me who is. 

Senator ANperson. How can you testify on this b f you do not 
know what has been d 

General Srurets. 1 am familiar generally with the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service projects. 

Senator Anprerson. These farm dams have beet 
numbers of them; stockmen have built them on their ranches, earth- 


*”) 1 ! , P P 
hand impounding 3,000 acre-feet of 
I 


VY am not. | 1vV have some- 


one é 


. tremendous 


fill dams running 30 or 40 feet hig 
water. 
Nobody was apparently dam ced ereatly DY thre mm. ana nobody was 


outraged. Communities did not come to Congress and ask for con- 


gressional permission. ‘The farmers would have objected, I think, 

I am just wondering how much you have seen in the program. 
General Srurais. I have seen quite a bit, sir. I was stationed at 

Omaha as the Missourl River Division Engineer, and I sat on the 


Missouri Basin Interagency Committee for a couple of years. Mr. 
Gladwin Young is here today for the Department of Agriculture; 
he also was a member. I do not think that anyone who sat on that 
basin committee can very well not be familiar with the program. 

Furthermore, I might say, Senator Anderson, that I especially 
made the effort to get out into soil-conservation districts where we 
had no specific interests. 

Senator AnpeRsoN. Did you seen any dams that had been built? 

General Srureis. Not in that region of the size you refer to, sir. 
Some small ones, yes. 

Senator ANpERSON. What was the largest one that you saw? How 
many acre-feet did it hold? 

General Srurais. I could not remember, Senator. 

Senator ANperRson. Are you sure vou have seen a dam that was 
built by this soil-conservation method ? 

General Sturais. Yes, sir. 

Senator AnpERSoN. Where was it? 

General Srurets. All through Kansas, sir, 1 have seen many of 
the small ones. , 

Senator Anperson. How large was the biggest one vou ever saw ? 

General Srurats. As I recall it, the largest one that I saw probably 
had a dam about 20 to 30 feet high and the goal extended back up- 
stream maybe half a mile. 

Senator Anprerson. And might impound 2,500 acre-feet ? 

General Srurets. I do not think there was quite that much in it. 

Senator ANpERSON. 1,500 acre-feet ? 
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General Srurars. I would say it was in the neighborhood of 
thousand acre-feet. 

Senator AnpErson. What upper limit would you place on this type 
of activity ? 

General Srurats. I would say it should be much more nearly in the 
600-acre-feet capacity. I would say this, Senator Anderson, I do not 
doubt that the ‘re have been dams built loc ally of a thousand or two 
thousand acre-feet that you spe ak of. 

I would like to say that in no way are we asking consideration by 
the committee of sto /pping an thing that is done loc ally. What we 
are _ ting out is the implications of Federal construction works on 

large scale. That is the difference. Anywhere the local organiza- 

on a ides to build a dam of 3.000 acre-feet. or 5.000, or anything 
more, we would not be objecting to that. I should expect, SIr, that 
that would be the great exception rather than the rule. 

Senator ANpERsoN. Understar cl, Ci neral, that I have been for long 
vears a strong defender of the Corns of Engineers and intend to re- 
main that. I just wonder how familiar you are with the fact that 
stockmen under a soil conservation program, an ag ‘icultural conserva- 
tion program, got ACP payments for the oonuivant tion of dams, fairly 
sizable dams. 

If you have flown over Amarillo you could not help but see them. 
They have put recreation facilities at those dams. You have been in 
the ( ‘Orps of Engineers long enough to know that you do not set up a 
boating facility for a thousand acre-feet of water ordinarily. 

General Sturets. Senator, I would say that I have flown over the 
State of Kansas, I have lived in the State of Kansas, I have lived in the 
State of Nebraska, and I have flown over hundreds and hundreds 
of a — farm ponds. 

Senator AnpErson. The Federal Government made contributions to 
uit: 

General Strurets. The only thing I am saying is that they should be 
assistance programs. I believe that this bill lends itself as originally 
written to a large Federal construction program of very small dams, 
ind secondly, even as amended now, it permits the use of benefits that 
are oe flood control benefits to justify the cost of the dams. 

nator Anprerson. Aren’t these alternating programs? 

Ge neral Srurets. I think the bill permits, and as I quoted specific- 
ally, it permits soil conservation benefits to be anti to justify the 
flood-control structures ee ited. 

Senator Anperson. I read that on page 11. I marked it at the time 
T read through it. It says: 
The Secretary has determined that the flood prevention 
and you have underlined it— 
and soil conservation benefits exceed their costs. 

You also say: 


This language would permit the disproportionate use of soil conservation benefits 
in justifying the construction of dams and other engineering structures that 
played little or no part in producing these benefits. 

Do we in our present multiple-purpose projects take into considera- 
tion salinity control, and a great many things like wildlife preserva- 
tion? 
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General Srurats. No, sir, we do not. 

Senator AnpErRsoN. Under the reclamation law we cannot take into 
consideration wildlife preservation ¢ 

General STURGIS. l am not s ufhicient familiar with the reclama 
tion law. 

Senator Anperson. That is what I understood you to say. Under 
the reclamation law the area is allowed to take into conside 
has taken in, maybe not under the law, salinity control and 
refuges and everything under the sun. 

Senator Youns. And improvement of economic conditions in the 
vicinity. 

Senator AnpeRsoN. Yes. What the Senator from North Dakota 1s 





trying to suggest is that the farmers have gotten along w 1 these small 
dams pretty well and we just wonder if there is something funda 
mentally Wrong with this idea. I can understand how whe you get 
up to 0,000 acre feet—franklyv I think that i pretty good Zea ru 
ture and I think there ought to be very fine eng eerlng ¢ dance 


which the Corps of Engineers can give to it. 

L think 1 would let Moca per ple gO DY themselves wit . great dea 
of local money going into it. 

The CHAIRMAN. ASSUMING, ers that a group of farmers 1n 
Wyoming decided that they do need a dam to 1elp hold back flood 
waters in the spring which they could use throughout the summer, you 
would not e xpect a de im of that kind cha coordin | with the interests 
of the Mississippi River, we will say, from Omaha t oe e mouth ¢ 

General Srureis. There would probably be no need for coordination 
with lower river works, Mr. Chairman, if we have, however, down 
stream from the dam, a lower valley where there are agricultural inter- 
ests there as they usually are in those rich bottom lands below, who 
are affected by fl y0ds in that basin, and we de vise works to protect them, 
those works in basin at least are going to be somewhat affected bv the 
upstream dams that are thus constructed and therefore the measure 
of flood control that is furnished as affecting the entire basin we 
believe should be integrated. 


In connection with such structures upstre: we would certainly 
want, in preparing the report on the Snetias system, to work most 


lool with the De spartme nt of Acric ulture people who are close to 
the farmers in the field and who know their needs and their particular 
problems in order to make our report a much better report. 

But we believe that we should not divide the flood-control function 
between two Federal agencies of Government. 

The Cuatrman. Then although you would consult with the Depart- 
ment of Avcriculture you would want the final sav as to whether they 
should construct this dam or not ? , ; 

General Srurats. If, for instance, we should—which I do not think 
we would, but if we should have a considerable radical difference from 
the Department of Agriculture, advice that we would get; as you know, 
sir, all of our reports are forwarded to the Department of Agriculture 
anyhow and the Department of Interior before we send them to the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

The Bureau of the Budget would use them. I think if they found 
in any one of our reports statements by the De ~partment of Agriculture 
which they considered more sound or more effective than the statements 
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or arguments that we put up for a certain plan, they would find it so 
and direct the report back to us for that consideration. 
(Supplemental statement filed by the Chief of Engineers :) 


After reading the transcript of my testimony on the two foregoing questions 
by the chairman, I wish to make it plain that the Corps of Engineers would 
ordinarily not be concerned with the type of dam that a group of farmers might 
themselves build for local flood control and water supply. If the undertaking 
was of sufficient size to affect flood and water supply problems generally in the 
basin the project would probably be beyond the abilities of local groups and would 
require Federal assistance or construction. Where such a structure is a part 
of a program being undertaken by local people with Federal assistance, I feel 


that our responsibility would extend only to normal coordination to insure that 
effects are known and recognized in developing a coordinated flood-control plan 
for the basin as a whole Where a Federal flood-control project for construction 


by the Federal Government is involved, we believe that it should be planned and 
built by the Corps of Engineers under applicable Federal procedure and law. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions ? 

Senator Holland / 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The CHarrMan. On the record. 

Senator Youna. I would like to ask General Sturgis what interest 
the Corps of Engineers or any other department of the Government, 
other than the Department of_Agriculture, would have in a watershed 
project, if there were no structure or dam in that project which would 
provide, say, more than 3,000 or 4,000 acre-feet of water storage? 

General Srureis. Do you mean the individual structure / 

Senator Youna. Yes. 

General Srurecis. There would be certainly some downstream effect 
from those structures. For ex: unp! e, the effect of hundreds of dams 
of that size, or smaller, might affect the question of provision of a dam 
downstream which would protect, from major floods, of the disaster 
type, the cities and agricultural lands in the lower valley. 

Senator Youne. The more of the smaller dams you have, the more 
protection you would have for the cities, would you not, and the less 
need there would be for the bigger structures on the main stem? 

General Srurets. No; that is not always true. That I think is an 
Important point, Senator. For example, we now have a re port on ee 
Salt Wahoo watershed, and I think the Department of Agriculture, 
I believe, has completed and transmitted their report. Our dams 
proposed for the protection of Lincoln are in a ratio of, we will say, 
1.15 justification. If some of these dams upstream are built as pl: inned, 
then there may well be a question as to whether we have the economi: 
justification necessary, as prescribed by the Bureau of the Budget 
and the Congress, for the building of a dam to protect Lincoln ade 
qui ite ly from major floods. 

So there is an upstream effect on the downstream structures required 
for protection from a floods, particularly in the case of marginal 
structures running 1.1, 1.3, along in there, as to whether they would be 
built at all, if priority is given to upstream works. 


Then there is a very definite relationship in the size of downstream 
dams compared to what the effect of reduction will be from the up- 
stream dam. So they are closely related, Senator. That is why we 


ure trying to integrate the whole thing in an effort to arrive at the 
best p ‘lan for the basin as a whole. 
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The Crarrman. It is entirely possible, General, that you might 
have a situation where works would be justifiable from the point of 
soll and water conservation in the district where the benefits to flood 
control would be neglio ble or nonexistent, where F¢ leral cooperation 
might come into the picture without having any appreciable down- 
stream benefits at all. 

General Srurcis. That is true. The downstream effects on the 
watershed that I just spoke of are not sufficient to cause a reduction 

' 


of the major flood, we will say, that occurred in 1950, sufficient to pre- 


vent repetition of flooding that inundated parts of Lincoln. But they 
lo have an effect on the size of the structure and even whether our 
structures would be built. If, as 1 understand you, sir, these dams are 
built of two or three thousand acre-feet by the farmers themselves, 


you say, if in great numbers, they would have an effect, and we should 
have to know about it. But I believe that if the economics are put 
on a sound ba IS, that ca the same ba that the adownstream 
tructures are put on—that is all—then there would not be a tremen 

ous number of the built and there w ld be a screens | progral I 
t, which screening o different 1 tever than ft] lownstream 
creening. 

The ¢ HAIRMAN, Suppose Vou take a il iwhere the treatment ot 
land through plant ny OT grass, shi t or something, nf lds back the 
rainfall just as effectively as tl there ( it all in 
that area. You wouldn’t Claim any jul sdiction over works of th { 
kind ? 

General Srurets. No, sil Asa matter of fact, that very thing is 
provided for in the present Flood Control Act. 1 v, the 1936 act. 


the basic act 

The Coamman. Back in 1937 I think a Mr. MeNinch was in Gov 
ernment and he claimed the Federal Government should have juris- 
diction not only over navi 


enble streams, but the tributaries of na\ 
rable streams and the land that drained into the tributaries of 
] 
! 


rable streams. Of course that would be every acre oT land in New 
England, to say the least 


His theory, as I recall it. was that the treatment of the land which 
drained into the tributaries of navigable streams affected the pe ple 
who lived mavbe a thousand miles downstream. The Federal Gov 
ernment at this time has no such ideas as that, has it ? 

General Strurats. As far as the Corps of Engineers is concerned, 


1 1? 1 


it is just the opposite idea. We feel that a maximum ould de adone 
by the people. The dividing line is not clear, no question about it, 
where Federal] assistance terminates and KF ideral consti tion beg S. 
Even in the case of Federal construction of our owt pre ects, this 
year you may be interested to know that we recommended a consider 
ablv ereater degree of local cooperation in accoraance wit the trend 
of the times and the thinking of the times. 

So that even on what we build, the type that we have built will 
involve a much greater degree of local cooperation. 

Senator ANnperson. General, vou have me confused again. You 
said that this work at Lincoln will have a ratio of maybe 1.3 or maybe 
as low as 1.1. If you build these dams up above, t Army wouldn't 
have a chance to build this big dam at Lincoln. Wouldn’t that be 
a food thing? What would be wrong with the people stopping the 
floods up above, SO they wouldn't have to be stoppe | down below 7 


1 
ea 
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General Srureis. They would reduce but not stop flooding down 
below. 

Senator Anprerson. Then the jurisdiction would still be there, 
would it not ? é 

General Srurats. No, sir: because of the fact that that portion of 
the reduction would be performed by the upstream structures. The 
amount that the downstream 

Senator Anperson. If enough of it is performed by the upstream 


structures, vou do not need 


the downstream structures, do you ¢ 

General Srurais. Supposing ee 

Senator ANpEerRsoN. What is wrong with stepping the water at the 
hearwaters so it doesn’t rush down and flood these communities ? 

General Srurcts. There is nothing wrong with it, if it can be done. 
But it cannot be done. I think the Department of Agriculture itself 
confirms me, Senator, in that these systems ot upstream dams W ill not 
produce the elimination or substantial reduction of these major 
disaster flood 


Senator AnpErRsoN. I recognize that. But we are discussing this 
project at Lin oln. It is down to 1.3 or 1.5 ratio. If you build these 


ll check dam upstream, the water nt going to come down that 


fast, so it 


is not going to be necessary to build the project at Lincoln. 
Senator Hotuanp. That is not what he said. 
Senator Anperson. What did yousay? I think he came perilously 


close to saying that. What did you say? Give us the Lincoln illus 
tration over again. 

(yeneral STURGIS. There would be a reduction caused by the up- 
tream structures which might be sufficient to reduce the benefits of 
the dow tream structure to the extent that it, the downstream strue 
ture, could not justifiably, economically be built. 

Senator Anprerson. Therefore would not be built. 

General Srurats. Therefore would not be built. But at the same 
time, the effect of the total reduction of the major disaster by the 
tream structures would not be such as to prevent the major dis- 
ter froi l ¢ ‘urring, even though it wou a be somewh il reduced. 
nator Anperson. That is what Iam getting to. Your testimony 
s that because of the building of these upstream structures, the down- 
stream structure would not be built. There are people who wonder 
if the interest of the Corps of Engineers is SO oreat in building the 
big one downstream, that it wants to stop the little ones up above 
iuse there would not be any need for the Army Corps of Engineers 
to build the big one at Lincoln, if the little ones are built above it. 

Senator Hottanp. May I ask a question ? 

The Cyatrrman. Let the general answer the question first. Then 
I will recognize the Senator from Florida. 

General Sturets. Our point is that we have no proprietary interest 
in building downstream dams. We are just as interested in building 
upstream dams. What we want to get is the best possible protec- 
tion. Ido not think if we built them or if the Department of Agri- 
culture built upstream dams alone, that you would get the necessary 
reduction no matter who built the dams, to prevent the flooding of 
Lincoln, as occurred in 1950. 

The CuatrrmMan. Generali, you would get protection of some of the 
upstream areas, which is the reason that the upstream dams would 
be built. 
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General Srurcis. You would protect the upstream areas, but the 
downstream areas would go unprotected. 
(Supplemental statement filed by the Chief of Engineers :) 


In reveiwing the transcript of testimony dealing with the position of small 


upstream and larger downstream reservoirs in a plan for the Salt-Wahoo Basin 


ibove Lincoln, I feel that what I nsider to be an important general point may 
be overlooked. The question here is not one of substituting one type of work 
for another. It is the problem of arriving at the best solution of the flood prob 
lem in all parts of a river basin For this purpose small, medium, and large 
reservoirs may be needed. The danger I have mentioned is that if priority 
is given independently to many small reservoirs with limited flood-control effect 
they will not provide adequate protection from major disaster-type floods. But 


by in effect skimming off the cream of the flood-control benefit they may make 
it economically infeasible to provide the balanced system of large and small 
reservoirs needed to protect lower river basins and urban areas from major 
floods, as well as to protect upstream farm lands 

The Cuamman. Senator Holland 4 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, I think this is what the gen 
eral means, and I am gvolng to ask him if 1 am correct. Under the 
existing law a structure cannot be built unless the benefits from the 
building of that structure exceed the cost of it. Is that correct / 

General Srurais. That is correct, yes, sir. 

Senator HoLLanp. As to the stru {1 ire how cor templated where the 
benefit-to-cost ratio is slight, as in instance 1.2 or 1.1 to 1. 

The CuHairMan. Senator Holland, to clarify that: Do you have ref- 
erence to the flood-control benefits, or all benefits ? 

Senator HoLtLanp. I am talking about the benefits brought by that 
structure, and they are flood control plus others. The law doesn't 
permit the evaluation of the recreational benefits that S - ne: (n- 
derson mentioned al while ago. That Is stricken out Dy the lood con 
trol law. Is that what you mean: That in the event the <sameiad 
work so reduces the total amount of devastation or damage that would 
be done by a oreat flood—as for instance, at Lincoln is to bring the 
benefit-to-cost ratio to less than 1 so that the cost is not repaid by 
the benefits secured at are particular place, then under existing 
law you cannot build that big structure; is that correct ¢ 

General Srureis. Yes, sir 

Senator Hotitanp. That is what you mean to call attention to? 

General Strureis. Yes, sir 

Senator HoLtanp. You — mean that the damage was going 
to be entirely eliminated | y upstream structure, but simply that it 
would be lesse ned to the nee a iat the heavy cost of the big structure 
could not be repaid by the benefits accruing from its construction ? 

General Srureis. Yes, sir. It might not be justified. I might say, 
sir, that our whole purpose in this testimony is to indicate that the 
flood-control action that is taken should neither benefit the upstream 
nor downstream area exclusively. Therefore that is all the more 
reason we need one agency which encompasses in its thinking and 
in its objectives the optimum benefit to all the people in the basin, 
both upstream and downstream. 

Senator Anperson. That brings me to some questions in your 
testimony. 

The CHarrMan. Senator Anderson. 

Senator Anperson. You say on page 5, “It may be noted that in 
the Washita Basin in Oklahoma the Soil Conservation Service has 

42776—54——-8 
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built or is building dams up to 72 feet in height and up to 3,800 
acre-feet in capacity.” 

What are you doing in the Washita Basin about that ? Have you 
built any dams? 

General Srurats. I am not familiar with that. I will ask someone 
here more familiar with that to answer it. 

Senator Anprrson. I do not believe that you have. What 1s wrong 
with somebody doing it, if you don’t do it? 

General Srurcais. I will ask someone in a minute, if I may, Senator, 
to answer as to the program in the Washita. I don’t believe there 
is anything in the 1936 act which prevents us from going in there 
and doing the job under the normal procedure of a resolution to study 
the valley, provided, sir, that the structures that we would find to do 
the iob ot reducing the floods everywhere are economically justified 
under some of the justifications which we are required by the Bureau 
of the Judget to use. 

Senator AnpErson. Then if you haven’t been forbidden but haven't 
done it and somebody else has done it, what is wrong with that? You 
want to prevent these floods anvhow, do you not? As long as the 
iob gets done, what is wrong with it being done by the soil-conserva 
tion district 2 

General Srurats. I think that we must have, Senator, for flood 
control, upstream and downstream, the same system. I think we have 
to have the same system. In other words, if you have a different set 
of economics governing the justification of dams built upstream and 
. different authorization procedure from the system of economics 
and authorization for dams downstream, what is wrone with it is 
that any enlargement of that program nationally is going to pro 
duce a very great concern on the part of the people in the basin who 
do not have the same means economically of retting the Government 
to build the dams as in another part of the basin. 

Senator Anprerson. Maybe I can illustrate what I am getting to, 
General, by say ing that there are many farmers in the soil-conservation 
districts and ranchers, who feel that you don’t have to vet the whole 
weight of the Army Corps of Engineers in order to build a check 


lam. They have been doing it for some time, and doing it all right. 
We are trying to get finally to one small enough so the local community 
can build it. There is an old question: “Some naturalists observe a 


flea hath smaller fleas that on him be, and these have smaller still to 
bite em, and so proceed ad infinitum.” 

Finally you get down to a dam where you don’t have to have the 
Army Corps of Engineers to build it. Iam thinking of these dams at 
Amarillo that I mentioned—Tierra Blanea, 47 feet high. 700 feet 
long, 18,000 acre-feet: Bogge Dam, 30 feet high, 1.800 feet long, 550 
acre-feet. 

The Cuatrman. Who constructed these, Senator ? 

Senator ANpgerson. These were done through Rural Resettlement 
Administration. Marvin Jones was chairman of the House Commit 
tee on Agriculture and very active in this program, and the Rural 
Resettlement Administration got in there. I thought it was Farm 
Security. It was the Resettlement Administration, which was prior 
to the Farm Security. 

McClellan Dam was 58 feet high and 615 feet long. It held exactly 
5.000 acre-feet, Just the size we have been talking about. Rita Blanea 
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was 80 feet high, 2,735 feet long, 12,100 acre-feet. Those dams were 
built by soil-conservation folks, farmers, and others who assisted in 
trying to get a little recreation, to be sure, a little storage of water, 
and they had a theory that somehow having some water on the land 
helped to break drought. ‘There were people who believed that is 
useful. And they built them. And also Tullia Dam, 36 feet high, 
12.000 feet long, with 500 acre-feet. 

W hat would the Corps of Engineers do about this Met ‘lel in Dam 
that is 58 feet high, 615 feet long, and stores up exactly 5.000 acre-feet. 
Is that the type of project that should not be built by local groups ¢ 


General Strurais. Senator, I think that the point is that if local 
groups, for instance, completely—that is just one alternative—com 
pletely raised capital and built their dams independent of the Gov 
ernment—— 


Senator Anperson. No, this is with Government aid, with great 
Government aid. 

General Srurais. The effect of the Government aid is an important 
one in which I believe the committee should be interested as dete 
mining the total implication and cost of the program. If you have a 
system of economics, one system of economics that permits, for in 
stance, the total watershed, we will say, in one watershed in which 
this dam is built, to receive credits as far as the local people are con 
cerned from the purely agricultural measures that they take, and then 
that is matched equally or by some other proportion by the Federal 
Government, then in effect what is h ippening Is that the dam itself is 
beine. the cash for it. is being furnished by the Federal Government. 

I think that ought to be clear] 

Senator Anprrson. The bill clearly outlines that the Federal Gov 
ernment will put up half the cash and the local 
the other half of the cash. In the soil-conservation areas where they 
have ACP payments, the Government paid part through ACP and 
the Department of Agriculture and the farmer paid the rest, or the 
rancher. I am more familiar with the ranch-type work. But great 
crews of people were coing out across the western areas | wilding check 
dams which became watering holes from which they ral pipe and 
pumped water dow nto additional water holes 

So far as I know, not a single rancher where that happens has 


\ understoo | 


people will put up 


ever protested about getting that improvement on | place. I qust 
don’t know what is wrong with it. It put more cattle on the range 
it put more cattle on the tax rolis, the farmer paid more income 
tax, and I imagine the Government got its money back season after 


season 1h income taxes from the ranchers. I don’t how WwW it voul 
objection is. 

(Supplemental statement filed by the Chief of Engineers:) 

After examining the transcript of testimony, I want to make it clear that ] 
am not objecting to farm and ranch ponds for stock watering and other agricul 
tural uses, so long as their effects upon downstream water rights and supplies 
are recognized. These are structures inherently associated with agricultural] 
programs. They are not for flood control and generally do not require coor 
tion with flood-control plans, 

General Strurats. I am not familiar with the econom of that 
particular dam or dams that you are speaking of. I do feel that 
it is important in any program that the full, complete implications 
be known. If, for instance, it is the intention of the committ 


] 
uJ 
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that all agricultural steps purely in the agricultural field taken by 
nue ap or farmers should be credited to the total basin or what 
is known as the formal basin account methods, and the debits like 
the construction of the larger dams be in matched money or what 
corresponds to it, furnished by the Federal Government, I think 
that ought to be fully known. 

Our point is that the same system ought to be uniform throughout 
the basin. What it produces, if it is intended that that matched 
money, that those agriculural-type benefits be used as credits, then 
that gives, of course, an advantage to the financing of upstream dams 
that is not available downstream. 

Senator Anprerson. I am afraid, General, that you missed what 
many of us have in mind. Iam not trying to speak for others who 


are interested in this legislation. I don’t know what the problems 
are in the New England States, and I have forgotten what some of 
the problems are, I regret to say, in North Dakota. But you said 


a minute ago that vou had consultants studying the sediment-carrying 
characteristics of the Missouri River. 


I was born not too far from the Missouri River. We called it the 
Big Mh uddy. ‘he engineers will be in favor of building dams along 
it to hold it in check. But many farmers have thought that if you 


could keep the mud out by stopping erosion a long way back up, 
might be equally useful. Downstream in many of our great western 
areas the finest dam locations are not being utilized. Otherwise 
the Reclamation Service and the dene Corps of Engineers wouldn’t 
have picked out the locations for Friant Dam, Shasta Dam, Hoover 
Dam, and the rest of them. The finest dam locations they could find 
have been selected. 

[f you allowed sediment to keep coming down in there, it wouldn't 
take too long until t he lake is filled up and you have to start lookin 
for another location. Many people have felt that a system of uy 
tream control of erosion and of water would be useful. And the 
finest way they think to do it is by brush dams here and there, by 
larger structures occasionally as they get to them, by dams that hold 
the water in place and don’t allow it to rush down. 

There are those who believe that such work properly might be a 
function of the Department of Agriculture, which is interested in 
these agricultural lands. I think that is mainly what is involved 
here. I frankly fail to see why the Corps of Engineers worries too 
greatly about the situation. 

General Srureis. Senator, as far as check dams and grassing meas- 
ures and all the things to keep sediment back on the topsoil of the 
land, believe me, sir, every action taken in the past 5 years by the 
Corps of Engineers has been in support of the Department of Agri- 
culture in that connection. We appreciate the keeping of topsoil 
back in the land where it belongs. 

But I don’t think that the question of collecting topsoil in a 5,000- 
acre-foot dam is in accordance with that purpose. 

Senator Anprrson. Why not? 

General Srurcis. Because you want to keep it back on the land 
where crops can be raised. 

Senator Anprrson. If we build these check dams, you must have 
observed as you traveled through the West occasionally grass begins 


a 
) 
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to grow there, the valley broadens out and the gully disappears which 
is eroding the area. So it does succeed, doesn't it? 

General Srurats. Yes, sir. That is exactly our point. That we 
understand is the purpose of this, as stated in the bill. To that end 
we are most strongly In support of that objective. 

Senator AnpEerson. How far up cal they gO ll this field? You 
say a thousand acre-feet ? 

General Sturcis. When they get into the question of flood control, 
where the definite effect of these larger dams appears downstream, 
then you are out of the field ot soll conservation and into the field of 
badly needed coordination in flood control. 





Senator Anperson. When you begin with the tiniest little stream 
that isn’t a foot across, you begin dealing with the problem of flood 
control, do you not ? Put together, the streams finally vet to the flood 
stage. 

General Strurats. The effect actually ‘ downstream, as opposed to 
their tremendous effect for conservation of soil and keep ne the soil 
on the land, their effect of reducing floods downstream, of the check 


} 
ri 


dams and things like that, are almost in the negligible area. Dr. 
= nnett, of the De ‘partment of Aoriculture, | thoue] { | can't remem 
ber his exact wording—made it very clear about 1947 to that extent, 
that is, the effect of those smaller measures. 

Senator Anperson. Of course, when you quote Dr. Bennett you 
quote a wonderful authority, as far as I am concerned, one of the 
most wonderful men I ever worked with. He was in my office just a 
few days ago, because he hasn’t been quite as happy recently as he 
was when he worked with me. 

I don’t believe that he ever thought that it wasn’t wise to try = old 
this mud upstream by these dams because he was one of those who led 
in the construction of the very thing which some of us have in mind 
here. If our sizes are too high, give us the engineering data that 
helps us cut it down. That is all I would like to do. 

If 5.000 is too much, is 4,000 all right? If 4,000 is too much, will 
you settle for 2,500? What is the maximum size to which a local 
group can 90 ¢ L have shown you 5 that have 18,000, 550, 5,000, 12,100, 
and 500 acre-feet. If that is too big, somehow we can get these built 
without either the Reclamation Service or Corps of Engineers and 
eet along fine. 

If that is too big, what is a decent figure? You said 500, a minute 
ago. Ithink 500 istoo small. With 500 acre-feet in a broken prairie, 
vou don’t need a single engineer in the world to get that 1ob done. 

General Sturgis. That is right. 

The CHarrMan. Senator Holland ? 

Senator Hotianp. As Senator Anderson has said, the question Is a 
question of size. It is a question of the operation of particular pro} 
ects. We asked for a list of 62 pilot watershed projects which had 
been constructed or are under construction by the Soil Conservation 
Service. We also asked that the information be furnished separately 
as to who built the project in each case, and what the cost was and 
so forth. 

They have failed apparently to furnish that up to now. They did 
furnish this statement on the general situation. I think it illustrates 
the fact that their pilot projects have been very large ones, They Say 
here that there are 62. That the total amount of the area covered is 
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3,200,000 acres, which is something over 50,000 acres per watershed ? 

The CHarrMan. That is land? 

a HouuaNnp. That is land in the watershed. They Say the 
total cost is approximately $72 million. That the cost of each project 
is Sanaa ties over 31 million. And they say that the cost per acre on 
the areas in the eonebaies is approximately $22.50 per acre. So you 
can see that we are talking about something that runs into money. 

It doesn’t confine itself to little ponds back up in the farm vz alley 

but it does relate to large projects at substantial cost and that very 
easily might have substantial effects on the flood-control 5,7 
spe: uki ng only for} my self, I want us to free the soil-conservation dis 
tricts andthe De partment of Agriculture and the deve lopme nt-mindec l 
citizens so they can move ahead in a sphere where they can move ahead 
and not et a great impact on the flood-control program. 
But I certain ly don’t want us to make confusion worse confounded 
by having du ip hic: ating functions and bypassing a bill which doesn’t 
even require submission of very large projects which do relate to large 
amounts of water and therefore have a real impact on the flood- control 
program, without any submission at all to the Corps of Engineers, 
without any control at all given to them to supervise construction or 
to look at the plans, or to make reports to the Congress, whether to 
the Authorization Pcmuiaiiaas or to the Appropriations Committee 
That is what is proposed to be done under this legislation as now 
drafted. 

The Crarrman. It is evident that the projects which have already 
been worked out are far larger in size than the ones contemplated 
under this legislation. 

Senator HoLtaAnp. We are in accord that that is too big. We don’t 
want to free anything like that to a one-sided operation. 

(Supplemental information filed by the Soil Conservation Service 
on watershed projects follows:) 


WATERSHEDS SELECTED FOR INSTALLATION OF PROTECTION PROGRAM 


The following watersheds have been selected for installation of needed water- 
shed protection measures: 
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Watershed protection—Waterflow retardation structures, storage data 


Waterflow tal 

Project retardit cay ity, 

tructure acre-feet 
A ( 1, 400 
( 18 
} 2 ) 
I | 11.010 

Avera iterflow retardati spacity per structure in acre-feet, 1,00 

Senator Anperson. Let me put it this way: I live in the Rio Grande 
Valley. The Corps of Engineers is doing the finest possible job in 
development of a program of flood control in that area. I have no 


quarrel with them. I have nothing but commendation for them. 


But on the other hand when General Sturgis says that the consul 
nts are studying these sediment-carrying characteristics of the 
uri River, have you built any dams up there with less than 
5.000 acre-feet any where in the Missour! Basin ¢ I don’t believe so. 

General Srurais. We have built several dams in the vicinity of 
5,000 acre-feet in other areas. We have built one 6,000 acre-foot pro] 
ect the Coldbrook Dam on Fall River in South Dakota. Sut cer 
tainly if they are economically justified and the resolution from Con 
gress, as in the usual case, asks us to investigate the basin or subbasin, 
sir, as was done in the case of the Salt Wahoo waterhed, we could cer 
tainly investigate it and if economics justify it, on the same basis as 
er dams we built, we would recommend in its favor and construct 
tc when autho ized by ( Ongress. 

Phe CuarMan. Senator Young? 

Senator Youne. I would like to ask a question long the line Sena 
tor Holland started on a minute ago, concerning the projects that 
were started last vear. It is true that they cost a little over a million 
dollars apiece, but most of that is strictly soil-conservation work. I 
doubt if there would be a dam in the whole lot that would go over 
000 or 4,000 acre-feet. If you are going to have to get approval 
of the Corps of Engineers or any other department of the Government 
before you can engage in a soil-conservation project, I think it would 
be an injustice not only to the Corps of Engineers but to all of these 
programs, 

I think somehow, General Sturgis, we ought to get from you some 
definite ideas as to how we could possibly fit this bill to some degree 
in line with your thinking. 

General Srurcis. Senator Young, answering that, we would be very 
glad to furnish that. However, may I make this point: Recogniz- 
ing—and I say that from my own experience, having been out in the 
Missouri Basin and elsewhere working with the Agriculture Depart- 
ment—we appreciate and we are not recommending that this soil- 
onservation part of the program be approved by the Congress be- 
cause we realize the mechanics of getting that work done would make 
it very difficult and complex. 

But what we do recommend and feel is that that part of the pro- 
gram which is beyond, normally, the local capability for furnishing 
the proper assistance monitarily or engineeringwise, should be con- 
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sidered part of the flood-control program and handled that way un 
der the normal established procedure for authorization of Congress 
and meeting the criteria, but not, sir, to recommend that the entire 
soil-conservation program, inc oe on smaller dams we have said of 
ap proxim: itely 500 acre-feet, we certainly do not recommend that that 
portion of the program follow the existing flood-control procedures. 

Senator Youna. Let’s go back to the project in Nebraska. Has that 
been approved by the Corps of Engineers? It has been submitted to 
you, has it not‘ 

General Sturets. The Salt-Wahoo project / 

Senator Youna. Yes. 

General Srureis. It has been reviewed by the board for rivers and 
harbors just like all our other projects. That is, the Corps of En 
gineers’ flood-control plan. 

Senator YOUNG. How long has th if been under consideration by that 
board ? 

General Srurets. I think since about 1950. 

Senator Younc. That is the whole thing We are trying to get away 
from on these smaller projects. That is this interminable delay for 
projects that boards or commissions are now considering. Il have no 
objection whatsoever to the Corps of Engineers or other departments 
of Government considering these, if it did not mean a long delay. 

The CHatrRMAN. Senator Holland ?/ 

Senator Hottanp. L agree completely with the expression just made 
by the Senator from North Dakota. It occurs to me that maybe 


something of this sort oe be worked out. | suggest to General 
Sturgis that he at lea five some thought to this suggestion, a pro 


vision that project ; ony to a certain size, which do not have any direct 
relation to flood control, move ahead without submission to the Corps 
of Engineers, but that above that certain size, where they might have 
relation to flood eae bre it be required that they do go throug! 
submission to the Corps of Engineers 

Senator Younc. We co ol 1 have a time limit on some of them. 

Senator Hotianp. Yes, and we might have an additional proposal 
that above a certain size they must be authorized by the Congre 
Certainly there is no excuse for holding up for long action 


< 
- 


body the smaller projects which are important to get underway. 

General Srurets. Might I say in that connection: The bo ard itself 
has not had the Salt-Wahoo report since 1950. In other words, field 
work was begun then. But that project, sir, is no different as far as 
its treatment by the corps than our larger projects, sainiie, we have 
many of them that go back longer than that. 

The reason there, sir, ean be reme died by simply advance ng tl 
money to investigate these projects. Then we could go ahead. It 
has only been largely a question of funds—not only on upstream 
projects, but downstream project as well. We have many very well 
Justified projects with high benefits-to-cost ratios—if you want for a 
better term to use downstream projects—levees, reservoirs, and so 
forth—that are being delayed much longer than this project. It is 
only the question of the amount of money for survey work 
appropriated, 

That is the only thing that prevents us from very promptly sub- 
mitting our reports. 
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Senator ANperson. It seems on these 62 projects the average amount 
of storage capacity would be less than 500 acre-feet. That being 
true, even though a million dollars may be involved in the soil-con- 
servation work, certainly a 500 acre-foot dam is not anything that 
requires the approval of the Army Corps of Engineers. Is it? 

General Srurais. We didn’t intend so. We shot as an example at 
500 acre-feet. I wouldn’t be so restrictive as to say anything that is 
500 acre-feet, everything above it is ours. because there may be cases 
where a certain dam site due to the particular topography, for a 
small cost. can pre “duce more than that. mavbe 700 or 1.000 acre-feet. 

But we do Say the euidar ce should be in that direction. And then 
anything below that guidance would be strictly handled as the Agri 
culture Department now handles its program. We say anything that 
comes in the realm of flood control should uniformly be handled by 
flood control. processed for authorization by Congress and handled 
by the agency set up for flood control to integrate the whole thing. 

On some of the smaller dams we would thus build we would work 
with the closest relationship with the Department of Agriculture 
because we realize that they have the closest contact with the farmers 
whose opinions we would like to get when it came to any influence of 
the programs in the upper part of the watershed. 

The CuatrmMan. The Chair believes it is entirely possible to word 
this legislation so as to achieve the purpose which the President very 
obviously intends, without resulting in any lack of coordination or 
any more confusion than we have now. The subcommittee—Senator 
Young, Senator Holland, Senator Mundt, and I am going to ask 
Senator Anderson if he will lend his services to that committee— 
ought to be able to work this matter out so that we can do a lot of 
good without doing any harm. 

The meeting is adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 the committee adjourned, subject to call of 
the Chair.) 

(Letter from Maj. Gen. S. P. Sturgis, Jr., Chief of Engineers, rela- 
tive to dams near Amarillo:) 

FEBRUARY 16, 1954. 
Hon. Grorce D. ATKEN, 


Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Drar MR. CHAIRMAN: During the hearing vesterday before the Senate Com 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, Senator Anderson cited certain dams near 
Amarillo, in the Texas Panhandle area, as examples of small projects constructed 
by the Department of Agriculture for flood control and water resource develop- 
ment purposes 

Since I was not familiar with those particular projects, I was unable to reply 
specifically as to their relationship to the procedure and type of work contem 
plated by the bill S. 2549. TI have, however, obtained information regarding these 
projects which I believe should be available to your committee in considering 
this matter, and to clarify my testimony. 

\ rather complete statement regarding these dams appears on pages 87 to 
94 of the published hearings before the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate on the third supplemental appropriation bill, 1952; and on pages 20 to 25 
of the House hearings on the same bill 

According to testimony of the Soil Conservation Service representative at 
those hearings, the projects were started under the Resettlement Administration 
n the 1930's on land utilization projects created under title III of the Bank- 
head-Jones Act Apparently they were undertaken with WPA money and under 
WPA design criteria It was stated that they were turned over to the Soil 
Conservation Service in 1939 after most of the construction work had been done 
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The Senate hearings referred to above include a letter of March 13, 1952 
from the Acting Secretary of 
type: 

“Of the 15 dams of this type maintained by the Soil Conservation Service, 8 
are in a very bad state of repair and 6 are damaged to a point where they may 
not withstand another major flood * * *. Efforts have been made for many 
years to turn over these recreational projects to local public organizations, but 
this has met with no success primarily because of the conditior 


Agriculture which states regarding dams of this 


lIS€ » the dams 


In his questions to me about these projects, Senator Anderson referred to the 
McClellan Dam as being of 5,000 acre-feet capacity and illustrative of the size 
of project under discussion. Information is given about that dam in the hear- 
ings to which I refer in this letter. The Secretary of Agriculture, in his letter 
of March 13, 1952, stated with respect to it that “Through faulty design and 
flood damage, the spillway has failed and the whole dam 


immediate repair action is taken”: and that “The structure is now in such 


is threate qa unless 
1 


critical condition that another large storm on the watershed could cause com 
plete failure of the dam with possible loss of life * * *” and substantial property 


damage. The appropriation request under consideration 
pair of McClellan Dam. I am not advised as to the present status of this 
structure; and as to what has been the final disposition of these project 

While the dams may have been intended originally to serve agricultural pur- 
poses, the testimony in the hearings is to the effect that t} | 


was S8$450.000 for re 


their present use is 
largely recreational. At any rate, they were apparently planned to be kept full 
of stored water, and were not built under the flood-control prograt They are 


not illustrative of the type of work contemplated by the bill S. 2549 
If you consider it worthwhile, I should be glad to have this letter included 
in the record of your hearing in clarification of my testimony 
Sincerely yours, 


S. D. Sturgis, Jr., 





